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TO THE AMERICAN READER^ 



IN re-publisbin^ the following work, 
the publisher has been animated more 
with a sense of duty, and a desire to dis- 
seminate light and truth than with a pros<- 
|>ect of gain. 

'^The Different Sentiments entertained 
in Christendom relative to the Weekly Sab- 
bath/' have l6ng been a subject of con- 
troversy in the Christian world. As early 
as the beginning of the seventeenth centu- 
ry, the debates became very extensive, and 
warm in London and other parts of En- 
gland ; and many learned and pious men 
appeared before the public, in defence of- 
their favorite sentiments. From that time, 
to the middle of the last century, the con- 
traversy has been continued by different 

writers, at which time it' appears to have 

a ■ r- ' 
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vi. TO THE AMERICAN READER. 

ceased, and is not known to have been re-» 
vived by any writer of note till the Rev. 
Mr. Burnsirle has again taken up -the pen 
in defence of the primitive sabbath. 

It does not appear that his object was 
to combat any cotemporary writer, but 
merely to review the writings and opinions 
of the Fathers who have gone before him> 
which he has accomplished in such a learn-* 
ed and candid manner, as cannot fail to 
gain the attention and approbation of the 
Christian reader of every denomination. 
The work was first issued from the press 
in London, in 1825; but is much too cost- 
ly to be extensively crrculated (could it be 
obtained) in the United States. 

The difficulties under which the aged 
and pious Author labored, in bringing his 
productions before the public, were. such as 
to render them interesting, and procure for 
them a candid perusal. He had for years 
been almost deprived both of sight and 
hearing ; consequently, his manuscripts 
were almost, and in many places entirely, 
illegible to any person but himself; the Til* 
"bior, therefore; of correcting the press (which 
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must have been attended with the greatest 
difficulty) devolved solely upon him ; whieb, 
with his infirmities and clerical duties, 
which he continued to perform, became 
a difficult and tedious task. His persever* 
ance was such, that notwithstanding those 
disadvantages, he succeeded in publishing 
two large octavo vols, of a work entitled 
" The Religion of Mankind'' Three vols. 
12rno. entitled ** Religious Allegories ^ (Jj^c." 
One vol 12mo. entitled ''The Theory of 
Composition^ with Examples in Latin y 
Prose afui Verse;'' and this work upon the 
gabbath, which appears to have been his 
last. He has since been called to rest from 
his labour, and to repose in the arms of his 
Saviour, to whose service the greater part 
of his life bad been devoted. 

After the publication of this work, he 
lived to see it extensively circulated in Lon-* 
don anil other parts of England ; and from 
a letter written a short time previous to his 
death, we learn that it had met with a very 
flattering reception in that country; and 
that^^^^pugh the work had produced some 
little MBitement in some individuals and 
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families, yet he was not sensible that he had 
lost a single friend through it, either in civil 
or religious society ; and that the spirit with 
which it was written, had been commended 
by all who had become acquainted with it, 
whether in or out of the Establishment: and 
likewise that the impression was selling 
rapidly — the most satisfactory testimony of 
public approbation. 

It was the inteotion of the publisher to 
print the work page for page with the Lon- 
don copy; but the necessity of using 
type a little smaller, has (notwithstanding 
the addition of several original notes,) re- 
duced the number of pages, given in the 
prospectus: still, he trusts, the book will 
not be less acceptable on that account, 
and that subscribers will not complain of 
the execution of Ihe work. 

Impressed with a desire to disseminate 
truth, and promote the doctrines of the Bi- 
ble, the publisher has taken upoq himself 
the responsibility of re-printing, and ap- 
peals to the liberality of his friends and the 
public, for a remuneration of hi9 expensei^. 
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7hk ftgreement in sentimenty at least in 
appearance, respecting the weeekly eab*** 
bath, is so genemU i^t to say uoiveral^ 
amoog Christians^ that there may seem at 
first Tiew> to be no subject for the remarks 
proposed in the title*page to be .made* 
'' What occamon,'^ it «iay be asked, ^Ms 
there for observations on differences, which, 
supposing them ever to have existed, have 
long ceased to exist? Even admitting that 
differences in opinion relative to some mi- 
nute circumstances affecting the topic be-« 
fore mentioned still remain, why should the 
peace of individuals or of society, be dis- 
turbed for such trifles?"— In the course of 
the discussion, however, it will perhaps ap-* 
pear that the Christian world has been and 
still is greatly divided in opinion relative to 
the weekly sabbath, and that the points at 
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issae are by no means inconsiderable. 
With respect to any inconvenience that 
may^arisejfrom such an investigation, an in- 
telligenty and much more a religious mind, 
vi^ill pause before it determines on refusing 
to examine a question that involves any 
point of Christianity, small as it may be 
comparatively, in order to avoid inconve- 
nience. The dread of error itself should 
not prevent inquiry after truth ; since the 
danger of adopting it .in consequence of 
discussion is not greater than that of retain-* 
ing it through declining discussion. 

The points on which I propose to con- 
sider the differences alluded to, are stated 
in the following Chapters. 
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CHAP. I. 

BITFSASKCES Or OPINIOK CONCKRNINS THE KATURB 

OF A WEEKLY SABBATH. 

jThs termi weel^ may be thought unnecessary ; but 1 
have inserted it, in order to distingaish the sabbath in 
question^ not ocly from the monthly and annual sab* 
baths existing ansong the Jews, but also from the days, 
more or fewer of which are kept somewhat like sab* 
baths by the generality of Christians* 

Having premised this, I proceed to the considera- 
Hon of the aabject proposed. The idea of a weekly 
safabaiby pvevalent for the most part among the truly 
pious- of every descriptioa who admit that there is one 
by divine authority — in the British isles at least — is, I 
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believe, the consecration of a day, and of the same day 
every week, during the whole of the twenty-four hours, 
to religious purposes — that the business or amuse- 
ments, lawful on other days, should on this day be re- 
frained from, both publicly and privately 5 no works 
of such a description being excepted, save those of 
^^ necessity and mercy"— that on this day public, as 
well as private and family worship, shonld be attended 
to— that even the subjects selected for conversation, 
for reading, and for meditation, should either be spir- 
itual, or receive a spiritual improvement — and that the 
wakeful hours of the night themselves should be sub- 
ject to regulations similar to those of the day. He 
who does not aim at submitting to these restrictions, or 
conform in general to these requisitions, according to 
the opinion of the people before described, cannot be 
justly said to keep a weekly sabbath, whatever he may 
profess to do, or however he himself or others may 
designate his conduct. 

I have the pleasure to avow, that I do most heartily 
concur with the generality of real Christians among 
my fellow subjects in this sentiment. My aim is the 
same as their's, though none of us, perhaps, are al- 
ways so successful in it as might be wished. The va- 
riety that there is in the religious exercises which 
claim attention, in succession, on a weekly sabbath, 
effectually secure both body and mind from any injuri- 
ous consequences ; and be who conceives of them as 
insipid or wearisome, has reason to lament the want, 
not of relaxation or entertainment, but of a weli-regu* 
lated taste. 
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Bat the opinion that has just been given coDcerning 
the sanctification due to a weekly sabbath, neither has 
foeen^.nor is, the prevailing one through Chistendom. 
Descriptive as it may be of the manner in which (ac- 
cording to Isaiah Iviii. 13.) the Jews of old did observe, 
or ought to have observed, the seventh day, it by q« 
means agrees with the picture of a weekly sabbath, 
that is drawn in the history of the Christian Church, 
since the time of the Apostles. Bishop White, who 
wrote A. D. 1635, justifies the Christians for working 
on the first day, under the heathen emperors, on the 
ground of necessity : but neither he nor any other ever 
produces a single passage from any of the Fathers 
during this period, in which the necessity is lamented, 
or in which deliverance from it is sighed after and pray- 
ed for. It ceased, however, when the Roman empire 
became Christian : but still, according to White's quo- 
tations, we find such men as St. Augustine, St. Je- 
rome, and Gregory Magnus, (born A. D. 544,) not 
only conniving at the continuance of such working, 
but even commending or enjoining it, and that for no 
less a space than three centuries.* Mr. Wright, who, 



* It if proper to mention, in opposition to these assertions of 
Bishop White, that Mitner, in his History of the true Church of 
Christ, and particularly Merer, in his Dialogues on the Lord's 
Day, produces various recommendations, decrees, and edicts, 
in favour of strictly observing the first day during this period. 
But though both these writers lived after the Bishop's time, and 
ought to have known his assertion, yet they never attempt to re* 
fute it, or even notice it. That it was true in general, the fot^ 
lowing references will shew: 
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wrote in the early part of the last century on the ^< Re^ 
ligtousObservatioDof the Lord's day/' never onoe con'> 
tradicts the citations made from these Fadiers by the 
Bishop for the purpose just stated^ nor quotes others 
in opposition to them, anxious as be is to show, by 
referring to the quotations of the same learned writer 
relati?e to a later period^ that the Christians d[>^ained- 



<< If the ChriBtians la St Jexome's time, after divioe wonsbip 
on the Lord's day> followed their daily employments, it should 
be remembered, that this was not done, till the worship Was 
quite over, when they might with inaocency enough resume 
theniy because the iength of time and the number ef hours as- 
•igned for piety, were not tfaen so weM eipfadaed as m i^ter 
«ges.*'--^pr«r, p. 286. 

'< In St. Jerome's tine, Christianity had got into the throne, 
as well as into the empire. Vet for all this, the entire sanctifi- 
cation of the Lord's day proceeded slowly ^ and that it was the 
work of time to bring it t^ perfection appears from the several 
steps the Church made io her constitution, and from the decreee 
of emperors and other princes, wherein the prohibitions from 
servile and civil business advanced by degrees from one speciee 
to another, till the day had got a considerable figure in the 
world."--i&i</. 

'* Paula, a devout lady in St. Jerome's time, is represented 
by him, after coming from church on the Lord's day, as sitting 
down with the virgins and widows attending her to their daily 
tasks, which consisted in making garments, and as doing this 
on that day for themselves^ as well as for others that needed 
them."^;?. 235. 

*<St. Cbrysostom gives leave to his audience, after im- 
pressing on themselves and their families what they had heard 
on the Lord's day, to return to their daily enpi<^meDts and 
trades."-^i?k 234, 236., 
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wholly from secular labour on tlie first day. From the 
quotations last mentioned^ it appears, indeed, that for 
about five centuries afterwards, that is, between A. D. 
600 and A. D. 1100, many orders for abstaining from 
business on Sunday were given both by princes and 
councils, as well in the Greek-Roman empire, as in 
England and France. The same abstinence, how- 
ever, was required on the other days that were observ- 
ed by the Church as fasts or feasts ;* and therefore is 
no proof of peculiar regard for the day they professed 
to hold sacred. What effect these orders had, and 
bow long it lasted, does not appear : but in England, 
so late as Richard the Second's reign, about A. D. 
1380, tlie Parliament met on Sundays to transact bu- 
siness; and in the reign of Henry the Sixth, (A. D. 
1440,) the public markets did not continue shut longer 
than till the close of the afternoon service; and the 
sports which followed in the evening were practised till 
the reigns of the Stuarts. The celebrated ^^Book of 
SportSf^' which was published by the order of James 
the First, and repuUished by his son Charles the First, 



* If any one of the fests or feuts referred to was weekly, there 
was no difference whatever in the tanctification between it and 
S«inday; and if Sunday only was kept weekly, atill it was no 
more a sabbath on that account, than Good Friday, or Christmas- 
day, would be, were it weekly, instead of annual. There be* 
ing no other weekly day kept more holy, does not prove that 
Sunday was kept as a sabbath, but that no day was kept as a 
sabbath. 

h 
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professes to allow no niore than wfaat had been usual 
in former reigns ; nor is it likely, indeed, that the in- 
habitants of the northern counties would have given 
occasion to the former of these monarchs to issue such 
a proclamation, by complaining of the encroachments 
made on their pastimes by the Puritans, had they not 
been considered by them as innovations. Among the 
Roman Catliolics, if not in Protestant countries, the 
regard professed to be entertained for the first day, 
(though perhaps as great as was paid to any other 
weekly day,) is still subject to the same defalcations 
which attended it in England prior to the reign of 
Henry the Sixth* 

Mr. Wright, in the work before referred to, does not 
exculpate the Protestant states from this charge, which 
he acknowledges to have been brought against them, 
as well as against the Roman Catholics. He only in 
his preface excuses the Hanoverians, for spending the 
Sunday evening in amusements, on the ground that, as 
he had heard, they abstained from them on the preced- 
ing Saturday evening. Mr. W. does not say whether 
this was done or not done on the Scriptural principle of 
the evening preceding the morning. If it was not, 
however true it was that the Hanoverians kept twenty- 
four hours sacred after six days' labour, it was not 
equally true that they kept the whok of the first day, 
and that on account of our Lord's resurrection. 

Let it not be replied, that whatever may have been 
the practice of Christendom in this respect, its opinion 
was conformable to the account already given of what 
a weekly sabbath ought to be. None of the Fathers 
er Reformers ever state that any weekly day is enjoin- 
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ed by Scripture on Christians to be santtified accord- 
ing to Isaiah Iviii. 13. as already described. 

Bishop White, in the work before mentioned, which 
was patronized by the highest authority both in Church 
and State, pleads for the laxities in question. Nor 
have I ever heard of any public remonstrances against 
this weekly species of practical latitudinarianism, drawn 
up by any considerable number of pious characters in 
the countries abroad/ similar to those which have is- 
sued from the press in this country, both in the Estab- 
lishment and among the Dissenters.f 

I am not aware that the sanctification due to a week- 
ly sabbath, for which I contend in common with the 
generality of my pious countrymen, differs at all from 
that which the Fourth Commandment enjoined upon 
the Jews, when freed by our Saviour from the supersti- 
tious additions which they had made to iu Necessary 
as it may now be for us, under present circumstances, 
to kindle a fire and to dress provision on the sabbath^ 



* Mr. Wright» indeed, qvotes Witsiiis u strongly inculcating 
the proper sanctification of the whole of Sanday. But tbae 
learned and pious professor in Holland, was cotemporaiy with the 
Puritans in England, and a Presbyterian like them. It is not 
▼ery extraordinary, tfaereforo, diat be should act as his brathren 
did, who wero the first that urged the entiro consecration.of 
Sunday, as a sabbath. 

t Even here, if a judgment may be formed of the regard re- 
quired by law for the weekly sabbath from the decisions of ma- 
gistrates, it sustains no injury from private labour that is exercised 
ibr amusement, though it does from the sane labour, when giSn 
is the object* 
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it might not be necessary for tlie Israelites to perform 
similar acts on that day^ at the time they were inter* 
dieted. I therefore see no just cause for complaining 
of the restrictions and observances before mentioned as 
being required by a weekly sabbath. Extravagant as 
some of the expressions used by the Puritans two hun- 
dred years ago concerning the guilt of sabbath-break- 
ing are, I do not know that, with respect to sanctifying 
the sabbath, they differed materially in sentiment and 
practice from the pious at large in modem times-*at 
least in this country. Whatever Bishop White may 
have thought, we should not any of us like, I believe, 
any more than they would have done, to travel on the 
sabbath for secular purposes, without necessity — ^to 
allow our dependants pastimes on that day — or to let 
tailors and shoe-makers contract a habit of not execut- 
ing the orders given them before that time : much less 
should we tolerate the dressing of wedding dinners on 
the day, or carrying our complaisance toward an inva- 
lid who was in bed so far as to engage with the clinic 
for his diversion, in a game of some sort or another^ in 
the course of the sacred season. 

But for what purpose, it may be asked, have I 
brought forward the different opinions of exalted indi- 
viduals, both civil and ecclesiastical, relative to the 
nature of a weekly sabbath, or the practices observa- 
ble in different nations throughout Christendom, rela- 
tive to the same matter, since the Christian era ? My 
object is, to show, that the real observers of a weekly 
sabbath, notwithstanding appearances and professions 
have always been, and still are, sufficiently extensive^ 
compose a much smaller mass than is commonly ima- 
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gined — that even among true Christians, taken as one 
body, though belonging to different denominations, the 
number of these real observers is extremely small, and 
would appear mncb smaller^ perhaps, if individuals 
would submit to^be closi&ly interrogated on the subject 
— and that those of the real observers who differ from 
the bulk of their brethren on certain points respecting 
the weekly sabbath, few as they are, bear, it may be, 
as great a proportion to them, as they themselves do 
to the prolessors of Christianity who ol^ierve a weekly 
sabbath only nominally or partially. 
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CHAP. II. 



mFFERENCES OF OPINION COVCERNING THE OBLIGA- 
TION OF A WEEKLY SABBATH. 

jAlfter remarking on the differences of opinion among 
Christians^ respecting the nature of a weekly sabbath, I 
might be expected to discuss, next, the difference of 
sentiment among them (if there be a difference) 
concerning the existence of any weekly sabbath, be 
its nature what it may. I shall not, however, enter 
into this question at present; but, taking for granted 
that the sentiment of there being a day entitled upon 
just grounds to weekly sanctification more or less is 
Universal, I shall examine the different opinions en- 
tertained by Christians respecting the nature of those 
grounds. 

Those who think that there is solid reason for keep- 
ing holy a weekly sabbath, are almost universally 
agreed, that the day itself which is to be sanctified, can 
be determined only by a positive institution — either 
divine altogether, or, if human, by divine permission; 
but that the obligation to keep one day in a week, is 
moral. In the first of these opinions, namely, that 
the obligation to sanctify a particular day every week 
must proceed from a positive appointment of God, I 
readily concur. Taking, however, the word moral 
not as opposed to ceremonial, but in its more general 
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acceptation^ as opposed to pontivcj* I do not think| 
with some of the Sabbatarians, (Christians who observe 
the seventh or last day of the week as their sabbath,) 
that the observance of the seventh or last day of the 
week isy or ever was, a moral obligation. Whatever I 
may think of the divinity of its claim to be the weekly 
sabbath, I cannot consider the secularization of it as 
being in itself immoral, or found a belief of its perpe> 
tuity on the immutability of a moral precept. But 
for a similar reason, I cannot consider the neglect or 
violation of the first day, were the proof of its being 
a sabbath in consequence of a divine institution ever so 
satisfactory, as immoral in itself, any more than the 
unnecessary omission of Baptism or the Lord's Supper, 
by any one who was fit for tbem.t 

I repeat, then, my entire concurrence with almost 
the whole of the Christian world, in thinking that the 
obligation to sanctify a particular day every week,gs 
merely positive. But I cannot by any means accede to 
the opinion — notwithstanding its general prevalence^ 
and its being treated like an axiom or self-evident pro- 
position — namely, that the consecration of the seventh 
part of time, or of one day in a week, is a moral obli* 
gation« in opposition to the idea of a positive institu- 



* A law may be positive* that is dependant on the will of God 
whether it shall or shall not be, when it is not ceremonial; 
that is, referring to Christj as well as dependant on the will of 
God. 

t Properly speaking, the wilfal breach of any divine law, 
Whether moral or positive, is immoral; but the term is OftialTy 
c^fined to the breach of a moral precept. 
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tion, which might or might not have been, which may 
be temporary, and is alterable. The eommoii, and, I 
think, tlie eorrecl and accurate ootion of a moral pre- 
cept, is, an obligation dictated by reason, and disco¥* 
€rable by the light of nature. Now, however manl- 
iest it is, by the light of reason, that God should have 
soose part or parts of every day, yet it is not at ail 
manifest from reason that he should ever have a whole 
day at a time, and still less that such a day should re- 
turn regularly aAer a certain period, or after one pe- 
riod, rather than alter another. There is nothing in 
the nature of things to direct us to worship and serve 
God for twenty-four hours, rather thau' to grant him 
jfewer or more hours together ; or to devote a seventh 
part of our time to him^ rather than a sixth or an 
eighth part ; or to devote the same part invariably, 
rather than different parts. Reason does not prescribe 
t9 us the consecration of one day at once^ much less 
of one day merely, in a week, even admitting that a 
week is a naiurtU division of time, and that it consists 
of seven rather than of ten days. I do not, therefore, 
consider the obligation of keeping a weekly sabbath on 
one day, or on another, as being moral, but, if it ex- 
ists at all, (and I certainly think that it doe» exist,) as 
being a positive institution of Heaven. 

It has been said, that the morality of sanctifying 
the seventh part of time consists in the equity and rea- 
sonableness of it. But there is an essential difference 
between a practice being reasonable, and its being a 
dictate of reason. A positive institution, if the Divine 
Being be the Author of it^ must be reasonahlot even if 
its reasonableness does not appear* But will any one 
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think it reasonable, detached from its institution ?-»It 
is true, the institution of a weekly sabbath does aj[^ 
pear reasonable, in itself, as well as on the aground 
of the divine authority ; but not more so, than if the 
institution had made the week to consist of fewer or 
X more days than seven, or than the requiring a particu- 
lar day, appears to be. Of course, no superiority of 
reasonableness in either case would have struck the 
mind, or have imposed a du^ on conscience, without 
the knowledge of the Deity's positive interference. 
Were a positive institution of the Deity allowed to be 
moral on account of its reasonableness, propriety, and 
equity, there would be no difference between a moral 
1^ and a positive precept. 

It has likewbe been said, that the consecration of one 
day in seven is called for by humanity even toward the 
brutes, as well as toward the dependant part of the hu- 
man species, and that it is necessary for the civil and 
religious interests of mankind. I readily admit the 
truth of this. It is upon this ground that the reasona- 
bleness of the divine institution, now so apparent, 
stands; and it is a consideration which abundantly 
proves the divine wisdom and goodness, in positively 
instituting (as will be shown afterwards) a particular 
day for it every week, as also the importance of our 
observing it. But there b not the least reason to sup- 
pose that nature did or ever would of itself have sug- 
gested the idea to man, without such an institution. 
Notwithstanding the effect produced among the an- 
cients by a traditioli of it, and which, there is reason 
to believe, never wholly ceased after the tradition itself 

c 
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was in a great mcfaonre for]B^o<ten, tbe Hif]K»taiiee of 
sancthfyrng' one day in a wtek, wh«tiier in whole 
or m part, for the good both of roan and bcart, was 
never reflected upon before the Christian era, Tlie 
kfea wa« entertained in eonsequence of knowing that 
there was such a divine kisfitulion. Th« fceneficial re* 
suits of it were discovered by experience and observa- 
tion, not anticipated by speculation. Indeed^ thoogh 
the holy and' happy effects 6P sanctifying, to one ex- 
tent or txa another, one Jay in a week, are generaliy 
admitted rrr the Christian' world, yet the aversion of the 
*^ carnal mind^^ to it on account of its apparent austeri- 
ties, and the serrous evib arising to iwdivkkralis and to 
society from the extensive abuse of it, are siieh^ tba< 
were it not for the positive institution of it by divine 
authority, it is extremely questionable whether man^b 
regard for his own benefit, or for the benefit of thosd 
dependant on him,' whether rational or irratiofial, woald 
have led him to an appointment of this natare. There 
are numbers of people, (and among them, too, som^ 
not a Kttle eminent for intelligence, rank, and ehar-< 
acter in society,) who, so far from appedring likely Xj^ 
think of, to introduce^ or to promote sack aa iostitu- 
tion, can scarcely cndm'e or scd)mit to it, (thoiigb they 
acknowledge its existenfee by divine astheriity^) not 
offly in a religN>as, bat even in a civil or moral view^ 
They do not, perhaps, wholly abstain from business in 
private ; and however they may occupy an hour or two 
in public devotron, or reftain front sonae pleasures, yet 
tliey suffer other pleasures to allow tlieir dependants, 
whether rational or irrational^ little leisure for rest,, and 
themselves still less for religion. It is doubtful wheih- 
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et the pious ifaeinaelvet» ia tlie abseaoe of Scrip^tiire^ 
would ever have thought the Scriptural sancdficatioa 
of a day Becessary far devotiooyand muoh iem for mor- 
^ity, huBeianity, or civilizaiiioa. 

It is true, the public worship of God l» a dictate of 
reason. But with respect to the day, the hour, Ihe 
length of tlie service, and ks recurreucei (ei^cept ia 
general that k should be frequent,) reason determiiies 
nothiog universal or oonstaat. ft leaves these points 
.to the convenience and suffrage of the future worship- 
pers. Still less is there any thiiig in nature that obliges 
them to employ any of the days on which they worship 
publieJy wholly ia religioti. Nor need the season ibr 
it return after any particular interval, or statedly. 
When a ruler <:aUs upon a nation to assemble for pub- 
lic wor^ip on a civil account, or on any account ia 
which Revelation is not supposed to interfere, lie does 
not think himself obliged to require them to sanctify 
a wlK>le day : he likewise calls upon them occasion- 
^y, not statedly; or if the iattor, annually, not 
weekly. 

The obligation, tlierefore, if tliere be any, to keep a 
weekly sabbath at all, as well as to keep a certain day, 
seems to me to be entirely positive. Of course I think, 
thai neither the observers of the seventh day, nor 
those of the first day, wouki be warranted in charging 
each other with sabbath-breaking, and much less (as 
explained before) with immorality, merely because 
they do not keep each others' sabbath. No one, in 
my opinion, is justly liable to the charge of sabbath- 
breaking, except he neglects or vicdal*es the day which 
lie professes to account the sahbath, or except be can- 
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not with truth affirm that he has made proper Inquiry 
which da}' God has required to be kept, and that he 
acts agreeably to the conviction of his own mind. 
Whether he has really so inquired or not^ can be ascer- 
tained only by his own conscience. 

Positive^ however, properly speaking, as the obliga- 
tion to observe any weekly sabbath whatever, as well 
as a certain day, cannot but be, in my opinion, I am 
not unwilling to call it moral in a qualified sense, on 
account of several extraordinary circumstances, which, 
as appears from Revelation, attend it : such as that it 
was instituted as early as there was any human being 
to observe it — that it was made known as soon as any 
precept can be known, which is, strictly speaking, 
moral — that it was discovered in the same way as 
moral obligations were themselves at first discovered 5 
that is to say, by Revelation — ^that it was founded on a 
reason peculiarly great and important, and which, like 
moral duties, concerns all mankind in all ages and 
places, namely, the Deity's rest afler the Creation — ^ 
and, finally, that it was placed by divine authority, not 
merely among other precepts, some of which are moral, 
and others positive, because the purpose for which they 
were mentioned made it of importance to separate 
them, but in the middle of a code that is confessedly 
moral,in opposition to other codes which are as confes- 
sedly positive. Should any one think that the obliga- 
tion to observe a weekly sabbath is entitled to the high 
and weighty designation of moral for these reasons, 
and that it was intended by the Divine Legislator to be 
so considered and treated by mankind, I own that 
though I cannot admit the designation to be its uti- 
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doubted right^ yet I am far from objecting to the 
Fourth Cororaandinent's having it, when the claim is 
made for it^ or allowed by others.* But then, in ad* 
niitttng the obligation of keeping a weekly sabbath to 
be moral on such grounds, it will be indispensably ne- 
cessary to admit the morality of keeping the seventh 
or last day of the week, since (as will be proved here- 
aHer) those grounds apply solely to that day, and not 
to the seventh part of time abstractedly — ^they relate 
to that day directly, and to the seventh part of time 
only by necessary consequence, since it was impossible 
to consecrate the former without consecrating the latter 
at the same time. .The last day of the first week 
was the subject of the institution, and nothing else ; nor 
does the reason assigned for it accord with any thing 
else. 

I have only to remark further, before I conclude this 
Chapter, that though I consider the observance of a 
weekly sabbath, including the particular day to be 
kept, as a positive institution, and not properly speak- 
ing, a moral duty, yet it does not necessarily follow, in 
my opinion, that the institution is temporary. It only 
follows, that man would not have been obliged, by the 
law of nature, to keep a weekly sabbath, . had there 
been no positive institution, and that the blessed God 
could revoke the institution, with or without a view to 
the making a different one, if he pleased. Whether 
lie has done either, or not, 1 shall not now inquire. I 

^'Upoo the same principle, sabbath-breaking, as before ex* 
plained, may not improperly be termed immorality. 

c 
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shall merely remark^ at present, that if what I stated 
should be proved, namely, that the seventh part of 
time is no otherwise Instituted than as the seventh day 
is instituted, the seventh part of time will of course be 
abrogated, whenever tlie seventh day is abrogated; 
nor can it ever he renewed, except by another positive 
institution, that appoints it either abstractedly, or in 
consequence of appointing another day. In such a 
case, the new institution would stand upon its own 
ground, and would have no occasion to seek authorityi 
' confirmation, or explanation, from the abrogated one; 
nor could it derive any one of these advantages from 
that quarter, if it wanted help ever so much. 
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CHAP. III. 



mPFESGNCES OP OPINION CONCERNING THE ANTIQUITS 
OP THE SEVENTH DAT WEEKLY SABBATH. 

Jm ANT learned and pious writers^wbo observe the 
first day as the weekly sabbath, are of opinion, that the 
passage in Oen. ii. 2, 3. relative to the Divine Being's 
blessing and sanctifying the sabbath day, which was 
the day after the Creation, is an anticipation of the 
Fourth Commandment, expressing what was to take 
place, not directly, but a long time^ after, namely, 
when the Jews arrived in the Wilderness. Of course, 
the holders of this opinion do not think, with the gener- 
ality of Christians and niyself, that the observance of 
a weekly sabbath on one day, or on another, is of se- 
rious importance to the interests of humanity, of civili^ 
zation, and of religion. For if they do think this, they 
must also think that the duty must have been knowfi 
as early as the existence of man and of human society, 
and that therefore, as it could not be known by rea- 
son, (as had already been proved,) a positive institution 
of the Deity, which was absolutely requisite to the 
knowledge of it, in being announced just after the 
Creation, was not brought forward a moment before it 
was wanted ; being wanted immediately, as well as at 
the distance of. two thousand ye^ afterwards. 



32 Antiquity of a Weehly Sabbath. 

It must, indeed, be admitted, that the older the 
world grew, and the more populous it becamej the 
more it would need an appointment that tended so 
materially to its civil and religious Improvement. But 
there were considerable nations long before the time of 
Moses ; and though not tribes, there were individuals 
and domestic society from the very beginning. These, 
notwithstanding their inferiority in largeness and num- 
ber to the bodies of people that existed at a later peri- 
od} were far too important to be passed by, smce they 
needed the benefits of the sabbath^ as well as those 
who lived in the more papulous ages that were to 
foHow. 

Another observation proper to be n^de, concerning 
the holders of the opinion that Gen. ii« 2, S, contains 
only an anticipation of the Fourth Coramaiidnient, iS| 
that they at least consider, agreeably to the general 
sentiment and my own, the seventh day which is ap* 
pointed by that Commandment as being the same in 
rotation with that which i* mentioiied in Genesis* 
Were this not the case, the latter would not be an an- 
ticipation of the commandment, but a different initi- 
ttttion. Tbis, indeed, is the opinion of some great 
and good men ; l>ut whether upon just gronnds or not^ 
it is not yet my bdsniess to examine. All I wish to ob» 
serve just now upon the point is, that the opinion of 
the institution in Genesis being nothing but an antici* 
pation of the Fourth Commandment, and the opin-« 
ion that the seventh day in that commandment is not 
the same in rotation with the 0eveatb day which God 
sanctified after resting upon it at the close of the Gre* 
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ation, cannot both be maintained at the same time by 
the same individual. 

For my own part, I concur in sentiment with Mr. 
Wright and Dr. Jennings, who wrote in the last centu- 
ry, and with many more respectable observers of the 
first day, who think that the weekly sabbath was insti- 
tuted by the Creator at the close of his great and good 
work of creation, as also that it was intended to be re- 
garded, and was regarded^ immediately. I think, too, 
with Dr. Jennings, and many more, that it was the 
seventh or last day of the first week, and no other, 
that was appointed for the purpose. I cannot accede 
to the opinion of Professor Wailis, of Oxford, who 
wrote on the Christian Sabbath in 1692, and with 
whom Mr. Wright agrees, that the passage (Gen. ii. 2, 
3.) only institutes one day of the week afVer six days' 
labour, without determining which day, or any day in 
particular. The order in which the seventh day is in- 
troduced, appears to me to show, beyond dispute, that 
it was the last day of the week only that was consecrat- 
ed by the Divine Legislator $ and the reason assigned 
for its consecration agrees with no other. Neither was 
the seventh part of time first consecrated, and then the 
seventh day, but the seventh day alone. The consecra- 
tion of the seventh part of time only follows indirectly, 
and as a necessary consequence of the institution : it is 
not the subject of the institution itself, nor renders it 
a matter of indifference which day of the week is kept, 
nor gives a latitude to man to transfer the weekly sab- 
bath from the seventh or last day of the week to some 
other. 
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Would any one who thinks that the first day is now 
the weekly sabbath by divine authority, on aceount of 
our Lord's restif rectioa, and that it was caiied ^^ Lord's 
Day" for that reason, allow that tt signifies 09 more 
than the appointment of the seventh part of time, 
leaving the day of the week that was to be kept to iiu- 
nian discretion and ehoice ? The divine appointment of 
the seventh or last day of the week for holy purposes, 
together with the reason for it, mast surely be allow- 
ed by the most confident and zealous supporters of 
the first day, on the authority (as they imagine) of the 
New Testaoieat, to be expressed in as plain and def- 
inite language as that in which the first day, (and not 
merely the seventh part of time,) together with the 
facts respecting it, is expressed in the texts on which 
they rely. , 

In my opinion^ there never was nor can be a law 
more plainly enacted, or vaore explicit in regard to its 
nature, and the time when it was to take effect, than 
the divine institution recorded Gea« ii* 2, 3. The sev- 
enth day, on which God ^^ rested from all the work 
which God cH&ated and made," could be no other than 
the last day of the first week. The expression, << God 
sanctified it," must mean that he set it apart for hie 
worship and service. Finally, when he is said to havi 
<^ blessed it," I know not what else can be intended, ex- 
cept that he proposed to render it a day peculiarly hap* 
py for man. Considering the opinion I entertain con- 
cerning the light in which tlie ancient Patriarchs and 
tlie Gentiles viewed this day, and concerning the day 
which the Jews observed for so many ages in their own 
country, and which they still continue to observe, (an 
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opinion which I shall have occasion in the course of 
this work to support,) I can have no doubt of God's 
having fulfilled the gracious promise which I think is 
implied in his ^ blessing the seventh day ;''* and though 
the state of Christendom in general (so far as it is 
known) has for many centuries exhibited an appear- 
ance not very suitable to this most benevolent and io- 
tetesting act of the I>eity at the commencement of 
hamaii existence arod of tine^ so far as relates to the 
division of it into weeks^yet it is by no mean« too krte 
lor h4m to fiilfit his promise, imd that in a moet exten* 
Mve and striking foanner.t 

The act of Ood in sanctifying thie day is not sy« 
nonymous witlt, or aiKnther way of expressing, his hav-» 
ing ^ rested" upon it. His sanclifyiog it was the efTect, 
<^ which bis resting upon it n declared to be the cause« 
It is prospective, and re^s to some (ioe of conduct, 
ioternai stud external, that wae to be observed hence* 
Ibrward toward that day. By whom waS' this to be ol>* 
served, and who was to be the object of the pecaliar 



* Tbe Lord blessed the house of Obed-edom on account of 
the residence of the ark there ; and no doubt substantial effecfl 
followed the gracious act. But tbey vre only hinted at mdirectly 
and obscurely, where we find himself, his brethren, and his 
•006^ employed as attendants at the house of God, as leaders 
in the band of sacred choristers,^ or as keepers of the holy treaa-^ 
uFe. 

t If the opialoas that the seventh day was not kept before the 
tine of BloMS, and that tbe one kept by the Jews was not the 
weekly return- of the first seventh day, be correct, the day has 
Bot yet been blessed, in effect ; and thus its future blessedness 
is rendered more certain. 
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blessings to be conferred on this highly-favoured day ? 
It cannot be thought that God proposed to render hom- 
age to himself, or to bless himself. It can only be a 
creature for whom it is proper to perform the one, and 
that stands in need of the other. What creature could 
this be, but man? who, however justly <<the morning 
stars sang together, and all the sons of God shouted 
for joy," on occasion of the Creation, was the only in- 
telligent being who was immediately and deeply inter- 
ested in it. 

I consider, therefore, both the duty and the privilege 
to have been intended by the Divine Legislator and 
Benefactor particularly for man, and to take place 
forthwith^ since neither the sanctification nor the ben- 
ediction are mentioned a moment sooner than they 
were wanted. Neither were they, as already intimat- 
ed, to be confined to the day on which God rested.* 
Both were to be repeated on the subsequent seventh 
days in rotation, since propriety and the interest of 
man required such a repetition, as much as they did 
the commencement. Both, in fine, were intended to 
be continued,- till orders should be received from the 
Divine Being for their discontinuance. — In this senti- 
ment I am happy in concurring with Dr. Jennings, and 

'* Were the first seventh day alone intended to be holy, and not 
its weekly return also, it would not be the day itself that was 
sancti&ed, but a certain day of a month that in a certain year 
fell on the last day of the first week. The historical event, how- 
ever remarkable, could have been of no use in practice to Adam 
and to his posterity. The first-day Christians do not consider the 
first days mentioned in the New Testament alone as sacred, but 
the weekly return of the first day also. 
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other learned and pious advocates for the Paradisaical 
Sabbath. 

Such, according to my judgment, is the sense of 
this important passage. It does not apppoint first one 
day in seven generally, and then the last day in the 
week in particular, but the last day of the week only. 
It does not mean, as Mr. Wright states, primarily or 
principally, and much less solely, that the seventh 
part of time, was to be kept sacred ; but that the ser- 
enth day in succession from the day on which God 
rested should be so kept. There is no utility any 
more than justice in the representation made by the 
writer just mentioned, that the institution required, 
and merely required, the seventh day after six days' 
labour on the part of man to be kept. The Pivine 
Being had indeed worked six days preceding that rest 
which is the reason assigned for his distinguishing the 
day so highly as he did. But man certainly had not 
worked six days prior to the first sabbath which he 
was called upon to spend in the worship and service of 
that Being, to whom he owed his ability both to work 
and to enjoy. From that time, of course, the sabbath 
would or might be, after six days of man's labour ; 
but the series of weekly sabbaths was fixed ; nor was 
he at liberty to alter the day by keeping two sabbaths 
together, (and thus making the sabbath that followed 
the next six intervening days of labour fall one day 
sooner or later than the regular day,) or by any other 
expedient 

To these observations it has been replied, that it was 
impossible for mankind to regard the institution ao- 
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Gording to the sense just given of it. But I can by no 
means acquiesce in the conclusiveness of the argu- 
ments that have been brought to prove the inapossibil- 

ity. 

Bishop White thinks that the weekly sabbath could 
not have been given to our first parents in Paradise be- 
fore the fall, because they underwent no labour^ had 
no servants^ nor were in any of the other circumstan- 
ces supppsed by the Fourth Commandment. But it is 
not a prerequisite to a man's keeping a sabbath, that 
he should have servants, or follow a secular calling. If 
Adam did not till the ground during the state of inao- 
cence, there is little doubt that he and his wife em- 
ployed their time in the study of the objects that sur- 
rounded them, and more particularly of themselves } 
and though the researches of the natural philosopher 
have a religious tendency, and ought to issue in piety, 
yet as they are not acts of piety in themselves, and (as 
experience and observation top well prove) are capa- 
ble of existing separate from it, they might very w^ll 
form the worldly occupation of our first parents on the 
working days. The discoveries thence made would 
no doubt have a religious influence on their private 
thoughts, their conversation with each other, their con- 
duct, and their acts cf devotion, whether secret or so- 
cial, through the week; but more especially on the 
sacred day that closed it, when it would be their sole 
business to contemplate and adore the divine perfec- 
tions, and to apply their knowledge of them to proper 
purposes. 

The supposed impossibility, therefore, of our first 
parents keeping the weekly sabbath in a state of holi- 
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Hess and happiness, seems to me to be withont ground. 
Nor does another objection appear to be better found- 
ed, that is raised by the^same learned prelate, by Dr. 
Waltis, and by many others, against the credibility of 
the seventh days' having been enjoined upon the first 
human pair and their posterity, on account of the day's 
not happening during the same period of absolute 
time, under meridians considerably remote from the 
spot about which Paradise is usually supposed to have 
been situated, and from each other^as also on account 
of the peculiar circumstances attending the inhabitants 
of the polar regions. I am surprised that any one 
who professes to advocate the cause of the first day, 
should bring forward an objection to the divine institu- 
tion of the seventh day, which, if solid, must have 
equally prevented the institution of the first day, and in- 
deed of any day. But it strikes me, that the inference 
to be drawn from the circumstances, mentioned in the 
Objectioj^ is — not that the words under consideration 
do not contain a precept, when they so manifestly ap- 
pear to contain one — or that they do not mean what 
they cannot but mean, if there be any meaning in 
language — or that mankind at the beginning did not 
think the precept binding upon them, when they knew 
nothing, any more than the common people do at this 
day, that should, in consequence of the progress now 
made in the study of geography and astronomy, make 
them think otherwise; but that the facts, now they are 
discovered, form no material obstacle to it. The as- 
sumption wants proof, that the Divine Being would 
not order mankind to keep a particular day, because 
the day would commence and terminate sooner or !»- 
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ter in some countries than in others. The circun»» 
stance does not prevent his Majesty from ordering his 
birth-day to be kept in the E^ast and West Indies on 
the same day on which it is kept in England, or a bH^l 
drawn upon a resident in a country situated under a 
distant meridian from being paid the day on which U 
becomes due* Why, then, should it prevent the insti- 
tution in question on the part of the Divine Being? 
It does not indeed follow that God would do so, be- 
cause man acts in this manner : but it follows that his 
doing so is not impossible ; and that there is no reason 
for interpreting Gen. ii. 2, 3. in a way different from 
the natural import of the words, on such a ground.*^ 

With respect to the great mass of places and persons, 
the objection in question is futile. One weekly sab- 
bath could not differ from another in absolute time more 
than twelve hours at furthest ^ and in the generality 
of cases the difference would not amount to a couple 
of hours, if so much. They differed scarcely any 
thing, till emigrations took place east or west from the 
neighbourhood of Paradise before the flood, and from 
Mount Ararat after the flood. Even when these eroi- 

a 

grationsdid take place, the differences were inconsid- 
erable, till the removals were to very remote distances. 
If it be asked what was to be done by the emigrants 
relative to the day for the sabbath, whisnever that 
should return, I answer, even that which has always 
been done, and still is done, by the moderns in such a 

* The meredian of Jenttalem is not the same with that of Si- 
Aai; yet the Fourth Commandment required the Jews to keep 
the ieveotb day in the former place, as weU as in thq latter. 
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case— namely, to call that the evening of what we now 
c^ll the sixth day, (and if any of them did not know 
which was the sixth day, through losing their reckon**^ 
ing after setting out, that was their fault,) when dark* 
ness commenced at the place where they were. This 
would be the beginning of the sabbath, and the end of 
it would be the commencement of darkness on the day 
following. The interval would be their seventh day 
DOW, according to the course of nature and providence, 
however it might differ less or more in time from the 
one they left behind them. 

What the ancients actually did in the case of emi- 
grating with respect to their computation of time, no 
one can now tell. But I may venture to affirm, I be- 
lieve, tliat the moderns have acted, and still act, in 
substance, as just stated, altering their time-pieces ac- 
cording to the meridian of their new residences. The 
Jews and the Christians, in keeping their respective 
weekly sabbaths in this country, do not keep precisely 
the weekly returns of the same days which their fore- 
fathers or predecessors kept, and which they them- 
selves would now keep were they in Asia. Yet regard- 
less of the difference, and most of them totally igno- 
rant of it, they both think that they each keep the 
same days in succession which the professors of their 
respective religions kept in the ea»t many centuries 
ago. And so they do, so far as the course of nature 
and providence allows them. Nor do they either of 
them imagine, or have they cause to imagine, that the 
foreknowledge of such a circumstance on the part of 
the Deity, rendered it impossible for him to fix or to 

d 
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continue a particular day for the weekly sabbath, or 
that they having become acquainted with it, are now at 
liberty to exchange it for any other day that iashioii 
or interest may recommend.* 

The people of Europe, and those of America, fre- 
quently remove their residence!^ from the one to the 
other, without ever thinking that in consequence of 
tliese changes they do not sanctify the same day week- 
ly that they used to sanctify; nor are they thought to 
keep a different one by others, notwithstanding thi& 
fact, that in such cases the former being their sabbath 
some hours later, and the latter some hours earlier, 
than they did before. Travellers to a distance east or 
west, whether by sea or land, alter their time-pieces, as 
was said before, to the hour of the place where they 
Iiappen to be, whenever there is occasion, and reverse 
the alteration on their return, or in the course of re- 
turning, without ever supposing that such changes can 
or ought to interfere with their fixing on or adhering to 
particular days agreed on with those left behind them 
for transacting important businete. Supposing two in- 
dividuals to go round the world in opposite directions^ 
and to gain or lose a day, so that on their return to the 
same spot there should be a difference ibf two days be- 
tween them, I have no doubt that they would give 
up, the one his Monday, and the other his seventh day, 
if they found it to be Sunday at home without any ol^ 
struction, either on their part, or on the part of others 5 



* In speaking of the ancient Christians as considering the first 
day to be the weekly $abbathy agreeably to Isa Ivili. 13. the zH* 
ihoi delivers the popular sentiment, not his owtx. 
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and whatever concern Dr. Wallis, in his "Discourse on 
the Christian Sabbath/' p, 80^ professes to feel for Sir 
Francis Drake, on his return to England after sailing 
round tlie world, respecting the mode in which he and 
his friends would settle their differences about time, I 
will venture to affirm that the gallant admiral and they 
settled them without the smallest embarrasstnent on 
either>side. Yet no one, I believe, will agree with the 
worthy doctor in thinkings on account of this incident, 
the Deity could not appoint a particular day, whether 
the seventh or the first day, for the weekly sabbath, 
and expect it to be kept, too, without the liberty of 
making a transfer. 

During the parts of the year that the inhabitants of 
the polar regions are in total light or in total darkness 
for many days and weeks together, they certainly can- 
not measure time by the natural means by which we 
can. But admittitig that they have no other mode of 
distinguishing days and weeks, so as to enable them to 
keep the seventh day sabbath, it is by no means certain 
that their peculiai situation would prevent an institu- 
tion which regards the human race at large. A Bap- 
tist does not think that there is no such divine ordin- 
ance as that of baptism, (that is, in his opinion, the 
immersing the whole body,) because there may be a 
few instances in which persons making a credible pro- 
fession of their faith could not be baptized without en- 
dangering their lives. Nor is it an objection to the 
existence of a weekly sabbath by divine appointment, 
that no day whatever can at any time be wholly kept, 
because tlieire is no one on which the occasion for 
^f works of necessity and mercy" does not occur. 
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To proceed. Another objection has been taken 
against the Deity's having appointed a particular day 
to be observed by mankind in general, from the present 
natural, and from the artificial modes of computing 
time, both ancient and modern. It is imagined, that 
the three first days not having been measured by the 
absence and the presence of the sun, as every day has 
been measured since, no seventh day subsequent to the 
first has a right to sanctification, on the ground of be- 
ing its proper representative; not happening after a 
portion of time equal to that after which the first sev- 
enth day happened, but after a space of time that was 
either longer or shorter. It is likewise imagined, that 
all mankind cannot sanctify the return of the day 
which was the seventh day in Paradise, because some 
of them reckoning the beginning of their days, not 
from the beginning of darkness, but from either the 
noon before, or the midnight after, their seventh days 
commenced neither witli that particular day, nor with 
each other. I shall have occasion to discuss these ob- 
jections more fully, when I come to consider the ques- 
tion concerning the commencement of the weekly sab- 
bath according to scripture. At present, 1 reply to the 
first of these objections, that there is no proof of the 
three first days of the first week being respectively dif- 
ferent in length from the four days that followed them* 
The Deity knew when the twenty-four hours were 
completed, as well without as with the sun, and there- 
fore could make them precisely of the same length as 
the others. It appears that he did so, by the sacred 
historian calling the three first daysy as well as the four 
last, without noticing that the word was used in differ^ 
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ent senses. Consequently the first week did not differ 
in length from any one that followed. 

As to the other objection^ f. reply, that men knew, 
at the beginning, that the commencement of darkness 
was the original sign of a new day's commencing^ and 
thai the commencement of the weekly sabbath was sig- 
nified by the same sign as the commencement of any 
other day. They were able, and it was their duty, in 
their emigrations, to preserve the knowledge of the day, 
be it which of the seven it might, and likewise o£ the 
sign when a new day commenced. However lawful it 
might be for them to alter the commencement of the 
six working days, it does not appear that they were un» 
der any necessity, or that they had any authority, to 
alter the commencement of the seventh day sabbath. 
If any of the nations, through their own fault, or that 
of their ancestors, lost their reckoning, they were able 
to recover it by means of the Jews, among whom (as 
I shall show in the proper place) the knowledge of the 
true seventh day has always been preserved. 

Finally, the argument against the divine institutioa 
of the Paradisaical sabbath, or at least against the 
obligation to regard it immediately, drawn from the 
supposed silence of sacred and profane history on the 
subject of its actual observance, appears to me to be 
equally inconclusive. A law may have really existed, 
and may continue to exist, even though no one should 
keep it, or ever have kept it. Besides, it does not fol- 
low, from there being no account of any one's keeping 
a law, that no one ever did keep it. Would it follow 
that there had not been a state of perfect innocence and 
happiness, if the Scriptural ^ccouat of the oieans by 
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which the fatal change was effected were wanting, and 
we merely knew (according to the Grecian fable) that 
the gold was become iron, without possessing any in« 
formation how it became so? Whether there actually be 
no records of a weekly sabbath having been kept, prior 
to the time of Moses, I shall not now inquire. The im- 
portant advantages generally acknowledged (as already 
stated) to attach to such an observance to man and 
beast, to individuals and to society, both in a civil and 
in a religious view, show that it could not be postponed, 
without delaying for a time the holy and benevolent 
purposes of the Deity in the institution, and without 
injury to his creatures in this lower world. The con- 
stant recurrence of the human mind, for mstance, dur- 
ing twenty-four hours every week, to the time when 
there was no visible world, and when the course of nat- 
ture had po existence — to the dependance of man him- 
self, and of all around him, on the Divine Being, had 
a wonderful tendency to compensate the disadvantages 
of not, for the most part, beholding him present and 
acting ; and if this was the case while man was oflen 
favoured with visible, or at least audible, manifestations 
of the Deity, and had no temptations either internal 
or external, such as he at present meets with, to disre- 
gard the Supreme, how much more was it so, when 
these manifestations were in a great measure with- 
drawn, and when ^^ the carnal mind was enmity against 
God.''* 



* The topics just adverted to were at first the only ones that 
eould engage his attention; but in consequence of the fall, others 
infinitely greater became interesting to him, and happily for him, 
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Though these considerations would never in all 
probability have occurred to man, or proved the occa- 
sion of his keeping a. weekly J»abbath of his own ac* 
cord, either at the beginning of time or afterwards, yet 
they abundantly justify the Deity's instituting one to be 
kept on the last day of the week, declare his intention 
netpecting its immediately uking effect, and show that 
it was the duty and interest of man, as well as practi- 
cable for him, to comply instantly with the will of his 
Maker^ even if he did not comply with it. 



had a real existence. It is remarkable, that prior to human apoa- 
taiy, there was no act of religion founded on Revelation prescrib- 
ed to man, except that of sanctifying the seventh day weekly* 
unless the negative one of abstaining from eatiAg of the tree of 
knowledge, may be accounted such. 
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CHAP. IV. 



DIFriRENCBS OF OFINIOM CONCKRNINO TBI MBGARD 
FAID BY THB PATftlARCHB AND THE GBNT1LE8 TO TBB 
SBVBNTH DAT WBBKLT SABBATH. 

It 18 not known, I believe, what the opinion of the 
Jews who lived before our Lord's time was, concerning 
the conduct of the Patriarchs prior to Moses, and that 
of the Gentiles, relative to the weekly sabbath. But 
some of them since, in coi\junction with the oldest 
Christian FaUiers, and not a few great and good char- 
acters in modern times, have (it is said) expressed it to 
be their sentiment, that the ancients had no sabbatli. 
The chief reason assigned for their thinking so is, that 
there is no account of such an observance, either in 
sacred or in profane history. This alleged silence, 
however, is denied by Dr. Jennings, and others as res- 
pectable for learning and piety-^perhaps for number, 
as their opponents; and I own that I am of their 
opinion. 

I have already 'observed, that there being no in- 
stance recorded of a law's having been obeyed, can- 
not disprove the existence or importance of the law 
itself, where there is sufficient proof of both. That 
this is treally the case of the institution (Gen. ii. 2, 3.) 
relative to the seventh-day weekly sabbath, I distinctly 
showed in the last Chapter. It was there proved, like- 
wise, that obedience was practicable, and that it was 
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the duty and the interest of man instantly to obey it. 
This suffices for establishing tbe obligation, whether it 
was regarded or not. But die apparent non-observ- 
ance of a law may be owing co the want of records. 
What an infinite multitade of lacts must have existedi 
of which there is no record ! The hitflory of barba- 
rous ages and countries, and particularly ancient histo- 
ry, are almost blanks for want of «ucb records^ What 
a variety of causes may prevent their having been 
wriuen, or occasion their loss or destruction after they 
were written ! Silent, therefore, as history may be on 
the subject, it is reasonable to suppose that that was 
really done, which, considering the circumstances, it 
was reasonable to do ; and this is the case respecting 
obedience to a law like that of the weekly seventh-day 
sabbath, which, as has been shown, really existed, and 
which being noways impracticable, it was both the duty 
and interest of man on whom it was enjoined to obey. 
With respect to our first parents before the fall, f do 
not see how their non-observance of the sabbath, at 
that time, could be compatible with the state of inno* 
cence which they must then be supposed to possess. 

With regard to there being no mention in the two 
oldest books in the Bible (those of Genesis and Job) of 
the Patriarchs' keeping the sabbath, the concise man- 
ner in which they giye the history of between two and 
three thousand years forbade their noticing any weekly 
routine, such as this would have been, except some- 
thing extraordinary and of general interest occurred in 
it ; and that an extraordinary occurrence of impor- 
tance enough to the workl at large to deserve insertioB 



\ 



50 Regard paid by Ae PairiartU, ^fc. 

in sudi « Murative was not very likely tb ha^tfn oil 
that oceasioDy the Experience of every individual and 
of every Chrisuao society that observes or records 
whatever passes on the sabbath that is singular and of 
moment^ snfficieBtly proves^ He who cardblly peruses 
^ aboouRt of pious characters contained in the books 
under consideratton, will see that no act of religion is 
told concerning any of tbeni> except something re- 
markable attaches to it. Thus we are informed more 
than once^ that ^Abraham boilt an altar unto the 
Lord/' because he did it in a foreign and in an idohh- 
trous country, or because he did it near a new place of 
abode. At other times, the piety of the patriarchs is 
recorded, on account of its being uncommon, and on 
account of the peculiar regard paid to it by the Deity. 
Tor th6 want of some sacfa extraordinary circumstahceflr 
I imagine it was^ that after Abel's death, there is not a 
word said concerning the religion of any of the Ante- 
diluvian PatriorcliB, except Enoch and Noah^ though 
no one doubts, I suppose, that they were pious. The 
memoirs of moM godly men, not only in the books of 
Genises and ^ob, but also in other parts of Scripturey 
irere not intended, like those in modern biography, to 
give complete vie^ of religious characters, and th^i^ 
fore omit many particulars concerning them, ^iiich^ 
however interesting in a privatip, domestic, or local 
view, were not of general importance. In fin^ though 
social worship is thought to ha^ been early and com- 
monly practised by the Ptttriarchs before the flood) yet 
nothing of it waft known f^oivp Inspiration, (except the 
words ^ then began men to call upon the name of the 
Lord'' were intended to indicate it;) till the Second 



Regard paid by Ae PfUriarehj ^e. 51 

fipisdc of Peter and the Epistle of Jiide were writteo; 
Ror woyld these have noticed what they do <if Noah 
and of Enoch, had they not been led to do so by the 
resemblance of many professors of religion in their 
time, to people who lived in the time of .the aforesaid 
Patriarchs.* 

The non-existence of any nation professing the true 
religion prior to the time of the Jews, (fbr the sub- 
jects of Melohisedec, <^ Priest of the Most High Qod/^ 
were little more than a tribe,) and consequently of an 
opportunity for celebrating the weekly sabbath by nu- 
merous assemblies performing diviae service on the 
day, is stated as another objection to the idea of the 
institution's having been regarded in the infancy of the 
world/ But I must remark, that however important a 
nation may be to the keeping a sabbath with eclat, it ii 
by no means necessary to the keeping one at all. The 
same thing in substance may take place where there is 
only a tribe, though with an appearance far less strik- 
ing. Nay in a single femily there may be social 
prayer and religious instruction, by means of reading,, 
addressing, and conversing. In short, an individual 
may worship God in retirement, and direct his thoughts, 
words, and actions, to piety, through the day appro* 

*The sabbath ia aeldom mentioned in the Old Testament^ 
even afler the time of Moses. In the days of the most pious 
ralen the Jews ever had» such «a Joshua, Samuel, David, dolo- 
mon, Jehoahaphal, Hssekiah, aad Je0iab» it is nsvar noticed m 
beinfP penenaUjr ifSganM ^ them bat twice, namely, ia the 
4aDd and fand. Psabna. The few oAer times at whieb it is 
mentiensd se^m to have hssn only hecaose the public, and tilte 
nation were concerned. 
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priated to religion, privately, when be cannot manifest 
a spirit of devotion publicly $ and though private de- 
votion cannot have the magnificence and splendour 
which oAen accompany public worship, yet it is not 
less suitable or essential, under God,, to the sanctifica* 
tion of a day, than the other. ^^ Cast down" as ^ the 
«oul"of the Psalmist David might be ^'within him," 
when he coidd not '^ gato the house of God with the 
voice of joy and praise, with a multitude of them that 
kept holy-day," there is little doubt that in the spiritual 
state of mind in which he appears, ta have been at this 
time^ he kept the sabbath full as well for the purpose 
of devotbn, though not of comfort, in his constrained 
absence from the tabernacle,, as when he was favoured 
with an opportunity of approaching the *^ holy ora* 
ele."* In fine, as little force seems, to me to be in the 
objection, te the actual observaace ^ the weekly sabp* 
bmh by the ancients, taken from the supposed impossi- 
bility of its being kept by the Israelites, whea they 
were <^ in the house of bondage." Admitting that the 
Egyptians knew nothing of such a day by tradition^ 
(the Gontrasy te which is asserted by a host of writers,) 
or that knowing of it and keeping it themselves,^ theis 
avarice and inhumanity, though to their own detriment 
would not allow their unhappy slaves to do the same^ 



*Tb» obfervstiont thftthive-baea madtt respeetinif the prsc- 
(icsbilitSF of stnctiiyiiig the sabbath before the tiiM of the Jews^ 
are ae applicable to the mode of wonhip under the Patriarchal^ 
as to that under the Christian dispensation. For there were 
private sacrifices, and sacrifices offered up in fapiilies, as well is 
public and national sacri|»es. 
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tbif compQlled secularization of die day would have 
been oaly *^ a work of necessity ;'' it would not prove 
that tlie disposition <^ the oppressed people could not 
be devotional, or that they did not manifest such a dis- 
position, so far as they had opportunity in secret and 
in conversation. No one who observes the first dajr 
now, thinks that the Christians alter the apostolic age, 
and before the time of Constantino the Great, did not 
J^eep it, notwithstanding Bishop White tells us that 
most of them were employed by their heathen masters^ 
on that day, in digging mines, rowing galleys, draining 
fnarshes, and in every kind of me^ and laborious secr 
vice. 

The remarks hitherto made, proceed upon the 
ground that tlie silence of history respecting any re« 
gard paid by the ancients to the weekly sabbath, is ab- 
solute and total. But I must now observe, that there 
are various circumstances which strongly indicate, that 
the Patriarchs before the time of Moses did really H^ep 
the seventh day sabbath. Afte^ what has-been said 
concerning the evidence of its institution by the Crea* 
tor, and his intention that it should be regarded imme- 
diately, agreeably to what might be ei^pected from the 
conviction generally prevalent, of the importance of a 
weekly sabbath both to man and beast, it may seem 
ipcredible that these pious men should not keep it, pro- 
vided they kne^ of it^ Now that they did know of 
jt, cannot, in my opinion, be reasonably doubted, since 
it appears that they knew of the division pf time into 
weeks. 
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The iff^quetit lise of the {>eriod of days which 
compose a wei^k in Ihe patriarchal history^ as also of 
' the numbed $even in pi^eretice to other numbers^ in 
the ease of animalsy and in other cases tn Which a se*- 
lection was wab^, caonof be satisfactorily accounted 
for^ without supposing that there is a rH*erence to the 
number of days employed in the Creation^ whidh> 
with the divine institution of the sabbath, composed 
the first we^, and w^ the* origin of that division of 
time. Indeed the term lireek is expressly used (Gen* 
xxix. 27 *) in the compact made with Jacob by his un* 
cle, which would not have beeii, hdd^ not the word 
been intelligible and familiar to Jacob.* 

The most direct and positive prdof, however, of 
the institution in Gen^ if. 2, &. hdng db^rved by the 
Jews, and consequently by their ancestors tbe Patri* 
archs, from whom they must have derived '^'k»o#» 
ledge and practice of It, before the giving of the lavi^ 
from Mount Sinai, is contained in Exod. xvi. at the 
time they were in the wiid^ness of Sin, being not 
yet arrived at Sinai. But as ther6^ are those who 
contend that the sabbath kept then was not oh the 
seventh day which was the -regular return of 'the day 
on which God rested in Paradise, I shall defer the coti* 
sideration of this proof to a ftfture occasion. 

t proceed to inquire whether any regard was paid 
by the ancient Gentiles to the seventh day sabbath. 



* If week bad originated in its being nearly Ae Iburth part 
of a month, or in the moon's quarters, the term would bavo 
occuned in the Greek classics, as well' as the lennf matUh and 
^e^t which does not appear to be the case* 
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Even if it was iMt, t baVe already fth«wn that it was a§ 

much their dutjr and interest la pay such a regard, a» 

it was the duty and interest of that race of people, 

which, in common with themselves, descending from 
Adam and Noah, comptised the ancesliors of the Jew- 

.ish nation.. But respectingp their actual cenduct, that 

is,, whether they really kept it, or did not keep it, there 

is the s^me daversity of Opinion iimong authoc$, that 

there is oonoeinmg the question which has just been 

discussed. The same writers who. with Dt. Jennlngf 

mafntsiin that the Patriarchs kept the Pamdisaiciil sftb- 

bath,. miuntun likewise that the Gentiles kept it; and 

I am of th^ same opinion-*^*at least that tiiey dki so 

for a wbilew They had the same regard for the num* 

ber seoieii which the Patriarchs had, as appesirs from 

the nuitibcv of altars, bullocks, and rams,. which Baiak 

the. king of Mooh prepared at the instance t>f Bdaam. 

Theceia,'therefore, the same reason forthihking that 

they knew of the division of time into weeks^ with itf 

origiox afeid were accustomed so to divide k, as that the 

Patriarchs had tins knowledge and custom. Laban, 

whb in liie passage before quoted used the word tseeife* 

in his convenwriion with Jacob, did not reside in. the 

family or in the country of the Patriarchs Abrahaha 

and Isaac; he was al^o an idolater. Correct, there- 

fore, as Dr. Wallis may be in his opinion, that aroongf 

the Gentiles who were contemporary with the Jews in 



*Tlie Hebrew woid rendered leeeifc, (Oen. zxiz.) is the 
ssme thit is rendered so under' the Jewish econon^; nor is 
there any other lor week in thet Itngusfe^ except if ^ Md- 
b(Uh- 
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Canaaiiy the period of seven days^ called a week, was 
utterly unknown, he is certainly mistaken in thinking 
thiit they did not know it in the time of the Patri* 
archs. 

Thus does it appear that the ancient Glentiles did 
know of the week, and that they respected both it 
and the number of which its days consist. This, how- 
ever, it may be said they might do, without knowing 
any thing of the origin, namely, the six days employ«> 
ed in the Creation, with the divine institution of the 
seventh day sabbath at the close of them, or showing 
the smallest degree of sacred regard for that day. Let 
us, then, examine such remains of antiquity as tend to 
reflect light upon these latter points. Dr. Wallis 
thinks that Clemens Alexandrinus, who lived towards 
the close of the second century after Christ, first coU 
lected these passages from the Greek writers ; but he 
could not have collected them all, if Dr. Wallis has 
enumerated all he did collect. What Clemens himself 
thought of the matter in question does not appear 
from the .learned Professor. But according to hia^i 
this ancient Father roundly asserts that the Gentilea 
derived all their religious knowledge from the Jews. 
Many, I believe, have avowed the same sentiment, 
I cannot say that this is my opinion. I think a dis^ 
tinction should be made between the persons and 
things recorded in Scripture that existed before, and 
those that existed ailer the time of 'Moses, respecting 
the means by which the Greeks became acquainted 
with them. With regard to the latter, they niost prob-» 
at>ly did owe their knowledge to their intercourse with 
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Jadea and its inhabitants. But it is as probable that 
they derived their knowledge of the former firom tradir 
tion, the source of which must be looked for in the in« 
dividuals who were their ancestors^ as well as the an- 
cestors of the Jews. They must have heard tell of 
many striking and interesting particulars through Ham 
and J^phet^ as the Hebrews did through Shem and 
his descendants. In this way they heard of Tubal- 
cain and Noah, of Japhet and Ham, whom they called 
respectively Vulcan and Fo, Japetus and Jdpiter Ham- 
mon. Hence they became acquainted with the Crea- 
tion, the state of innocence and happiness, the fall of 
man, the deluge, and the preservation of Noah and his 
family: which particulars are plainly referred to in 
their accounts of order rising out of chaos, and in the 
fables of the Four Ages, of Deucalion and Fyrrha, 
and of Saturn and his Three Sons, who divided the 
universe among them. From the same source, in my 
opinion, and not from the Jews, they derived their 
knowledge of the division of time into weeks, with the 
eause of it, and the sacred regard due to the seventh 
or last day of the week** 



* Ths defeat of ths gisDti wbo tttempted to fcslo listveB» 
as abo the (tethroneneDt and ezpuleioD from Olynpus of Sat- 
wn, which make ao conspicuoue a figure in the heatheo my- 
thology, aeem evidently to refer to the hiitory of the apos- 
tate angels. But the knowiedge of these particulars could 
not have been obtained by the ancient heathen firom the 
Jewa, the latter having no better means of knowing them 
Aan themselves; because the Scriptures ia that stage of Rev- 
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I now proceed to bring forward and examine thet 
passages whidi the researches of the learned have suc- 
ceeded ift collecting from ancient writers relative to 
this point I begin by observing, that thoagh Dr. 
Jennings, who is a firm believer in the regard paid 
both by the Patriarchs aqd the Gentiles to the Paradi- 
saical sabbathi scruples not to affirm that the nations 
in general, during that period and afterwards, used to 
divide their time into weeks, he does not support hie 
declaration by any testtroooies. A tittle before him, 
Mr. Wright wrote much the same, qot indeed of the 
seventh day in particalar, but of what he calls the sev- 
enth ^art of time. Dr. Rees, in bis EncyclopaMliay 
under the word IFeeA, has given us a number of au<* 
thors, who all acknowledge the regard paid by the an- 
cient Gentiles to the seventh day, though they differ 
from each other concerning the cause. Dr. Wallis, on- 
the contrary, flatly denies that any nation divided 
time into weeks, except that of the Jews ; and I must 
own, that I have not yet been able to discover any 



elation contained no information on the subject. I must ob- 
serire, too, in general respecting the knowledge supposed to 
be derived by the GentUee Irom the Jews» that before the 
Babylonish captiTitjr, it related to cuttoms tbemseives» rathsi 
than to their origin; it being difficult to get access to a copy 
of the Seripturea, or to find a Jew that could give informa- 
tion ef their contents. It will appear, however, presently* 
that Heeiod, one ef the earliest of the Gteek wrfteis, knew 
not only the sacred character el the seventh il^» b«t sJse 
soaething of the reason of it. 
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te^m that is descriptive of that period of days^ or that 
answers to the word ujeeJc^ in any Greek or Laftia clat- 
»c prior to the Christian era* On whichsoever side, 
however, the truth lies, Dr. Wallis is certainly mistak>- 
en in supposing, as he does^ that the Gentiles never 
knew of or had weeks, admitting that they lost the 
idea and the use of them afterwards: for it is plain, 
as I have already shown, that the Syrians had theih in 
the time of Laban, the M oabites in the time of Ba- 
laam, and the Philistines at the time that Samson 
was married among them ; it being incredible in this 
last case, that the Philistines would have borrowed the 
period of seven days from the Jews, whom they hated 
and oppressed. 

The earliest writers from whom the quotations, al- 
luded to a little before were taken, are Homer and 
Hesiod. Both of them are commonly thoij^ht, I be- 
lieve, to have been cotemporary with King David^ 
about 1000 years before Christ: though Dr. Wallis 
represents Hesiod as being in the time of King Uz- 
ztah, nearly two hundred years later. Morer, a rector 
in London, who (A. D> 1701) published several ^< Dia- 
logues on the Lord's Day,'' which he dedicated to the 
Bishop of London, quotes more passages from the 
aforesaid writers than any other whom I have seen. 
He also annexes to them, or intermingles with them^ 
some verses relative to the point under discussion^ 
from Callimachusi who wrote about 300 years before 
Christ. Unhap(Mly» he does not assign to each his 
own expressions respectively. I shall translate them 
in the order in which be has given then),p. 102. 
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<^ Afterwards on the seventh, the sacred day de- 
scended.'* 

*^ The seventh day was, and all things had been 
finished on it.'' 

<< The seventh was sacred." 

'*^ And on the seventh morning, we leA the stream 
from Acheron." 

*' And the seventh sacred day." 

<< And again the seventh, the bright shining of the 
sun." 

^< The seventh was among good things, and the 
seventh was the birth-day." 

<<The seventh is among the first, and the seventh 
Is perfect." 

<< The seventh indeed, on which all things were fin- 
ished." 

<< And on the seventh morning all things were fin- 
ished."* 



*£i8^o|Aov {}fAa{ 6i)Vy xai tgj rsrsXsfSr* avavra. 

*£j8dofta«7] t)Of XMTofMv po«v ig Ax^povroff 

Koi ljSdo|Mv ispov f)|i.ap. 

*Ej85ofMtT*» au^ij Xofwrpov ^ao^ ^^Xioio. 
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Of these lines, Dr. Jenniogs quotes two, the first 
and the sixth ; the former, he tells us, is from Homer, 
the latter from Hesiod. He thinks, with me, that in 
consequence of the positive institution of the seventh 
day sabbath, at the end of the Creation, (tht knowl- 
edg!^ of which, in my opinion, as already explainedy 
thesie earliest writers, in common with the other an- 
Cients, obtained from tradition.) they knew of weeks, 
and accounted ^^one day. of the seven" more sacred 
than the rest. 

In order, bowevef, to place in a true light the sense 
of these singular verses, and their bearing on the pres- 
ent question, it will be necessary for me to remark oa 
the observations of my opponents concerning them, 
and to add some of my own. pr. Wallis quotes tw6 
other lines, after Clemens, from Hesiod, (and they are 
the only lines he does quote,) which he renders thus— » 
p, 5. 

^( Begin we with the first and the fourth, and tht 
seventh a sacred day, because that on this day, Apollo, 
who has a golden sword, was born of Latona.'' 

Having cited the passage, he remarks (and Moret 
concurs with him, p. 149) that the seventh was not the 
only day which Hesiod notices as worthy of .distinc- 
tion, and also that he is speaking not of the days of 
the week, but of the days of the month, as appears 
from his noticing afterwards the eleventh, twelfth, and 
other days. But though the statement of these learned 
men is cprrect and pertinent, yet it concludes nothing 
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against the argument of Dr. Jennings. It does not 
deny, that the seventh day^ which Homer calls '^sa- 
cred," is the seventh of the week ; and even if the 
day called sacred by Hesiod was the seventh of the 
month, it is remarkable that he gives that epithet to 
none of the other days which he distinguishes. The 
Epithet, too, is repeatedly given to that day. It is 
easy to conceive how an epithet which the heathen 
applied at first to the seventh day of the week, might 
afterwards be transferred to the seventh of the month 
— especially if any of them had lost (as they seem to 
have done in a course of time) the knowledge of 
weeks, and the custom of reckoning by them. As to 
the first and fourth days which Hesiod mentions with 
respect, as well as the seventh, which he calls sacred on 
account of its being the first day of Apollo, [the sun,] 
and consequently, according to the fable of Diana^ 
[the moon^] when it is considered that light was creat- 
ed on the first day, that the two gpreat sources of it to 
this earth are represented to have been <^ made" on the 
fourth day, and that the seventh day was set apart for 
sacred purposes by the Deity in honour of and for com- 
memorating the Creation, of which light and its two 
great sources are such eminent and iipportant parts, 
the statement of Hesiod can scarcely be looked upon 
otherwise than as an allegorical account of the facts 
just mentioned, and as confirming instead of over- 
throwing the supposition, that the heathen had heard 
ef the institution of the seventh day sabbath by tradi- 
tion, and for a certain time paid this respect to it. The^ 
observation, therefore, of Morer, that tho priests ef 



Regard paid by the Patriarchs, 8fc. 6& 

Apollo called him by a Greek name which signifies 
teventh day horuy is not adverse to the aforesaid rea- 
soning ; for though the sun was ^^ made'' on the fourth 
day, his birth might very well be kept or celebrated 
on the seventh day, according to the Scriptural narra* 
tive. With respect to the divine worship performed 
on the first, fourth, and seventh days, being, as th« 
same poet tells us, at length transferred to Jupiter, il 
is possible that my reader will wonder as little at that 
change, as that the sacred regard paid at first «$o th9 
seventh day of the week, should afterwards be trans- 
ferred to the seventh day of the month. Without the 
natural supposition that has been made, there is no 
way of accounting for the pretended birth-day being 
fixed to the seventh day of any period rather than to 
any other day ; nor is the transfer more extraordina* 
ry, than that the celebration of Apollo's birth-day 
should be monthly, (if it was sO; and not weekly,) 
rather than annual. 

Plutarch, according to Bishop White, mentions ia 
the life of Theseus, (who lived in the time of the 
Judges,) that the Greeks consecrated the eighth day, 
as also that the Romans kept the ninth day. Botb 
these days were, I suppose days of the month. Cer*' 
tainiy keeping either of these is different from keep- 
ing the last day of each week. But (as was said be- 
fore) the practice of keeping a stated day at all, and 
so frequently as every month, might arise from their 
ancestors' knowing and keeping the seventh day sab- 
bath originally ; and it is not easy to account for tb0 
practice, though a deviation, on any other ground. 
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The most impoitant expressions, however, in th^ 
lines that have been quoted are, that <<the seventh day 
is a perfect day;" that ^ on it ail things were finish- 
ed ;" and that it was ^^ among the good things." They 
resemble so strongly the words of the institution^ 
(Gen. ii. 2, 3.) that their reference to it cannot be 
doubted. Morer, as I stated before, does not tell us 
whether Homer, Hesiod, or Callimachus uses them, 
nor have I any means of ascertaining to which of 
these ^oets they belong. But supposing that they 
should be the expressions of Callimachus, the ques* 
tion will then be, how he came to use them, ft is not 
likely that the tradition before mentioned continued 
so long as his time, which was seven hundred years 
later than the time of the two fbrmer poets. He 
might indeed have gotten them from some ancient 
work or another, not now extant. But it will perhaps 
be thought most probable that he got them from the 
Septuagint. 

I am aware that there are those who fix the date of 
the celebrated Greek version of the old Testament 
just mentioned, nearly one hundred years later than 
the time of Callimachus, who flourished in the reign 
of Ptolemy Philadelphus, king of Egypt, about three 
hundred years before Christ. But if some such inci* 
dent as that which is commonly believed, of the Jewt 
having furnished that prince with a copy of the Bible 
and a translation of it into Greek, for his new library 
at Alexandria, did not take place, (though detached 
from the fabulous circumstances that have been added 
to it,) I cannot account for his singular muiificence to 
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them^ (according to Josephus,) and the friendly con- 
nexion between his country and their's for fifty or six- 
ty years at least, after the hostile proceedings of his 
father toward them. The idea is not incompatible with 
the opinion of those who think that the present Sep- 
tuagint did not originate with the copy in the library, 
but with the translation made many years after by the 
Alexandrian Jews. The copy in the library, too, 
might or might not be called the Septuagint; and if 
it did bear that name, it might be so called, not from 
seventy-two men being concerned in making it, which 
is the vulgar notion, but, according to the new senti- 
ment, from the Sanhedrim, which consisted of seventy 
elders,, as having been procured by them for the kingV 
use. 

This great and laborious writer (Callimachus) 
might, then, in my opinion, have easily seen and pe- 

« 

Tused the Greek translation of the old Testame>it| 
since he resided at Alexandria many years. But sup- 
posing him to have gotten the striking expressions un- 
der consideration from the Septuagint, it still remains 
difficult to account for his using them. It is not likely 
that he would have thus honoured and justified the 
weekly sanctification of the seventh day by the Jews, 
at the risk of surprising and offending his Greciau 
countrymen, if the general sentiment and practice had 
been wholly adverse to the expressions he adopts. 
Most probably, though the ancient tradition itself, 
among the Gentiles, had been long since lost, the ef- 
fect of it continued, especially among the many na- 
tions that witnessed the constant observance of the 
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seventh day sabbath by the Jews in the different places^ 
where they were scattered after the Babylonish captir 
Yity. Their idolatrous neighboors might not, in the 
time of Callimachus, be so hostile to it, as the Roman 
poets and philosophers showed themselves afterwards, 
and might even perform some superstitious rites of 
their own on the day. They perhaps retained the 
original service performed in honor of Apollo, or Ju* 
piter, on the seventh day of the week, long a£ter the 
cause of it was forgotten. Callimachus, therefore, ia 
thus repressing himself, might be only supplying that 
defect, and could easily plead in bis defence, if nece&> 
sary, that the cause which he assigned was agreeable 
to the sense of the lines that have been quoted front 
Homer and Hesiod, and perhaps to the testimonies of 
some others now unknown. Should the remarkable 
passages in question be really Homer's or Hesiod's^ 
and not Callimachus's, they will, in my opinion, place 
the knowledge of the ancient Gentiles concerning the 
sacred regard due to the seventh day of the week, and 
also their actually . paying it, beyond all oohtroversy^ 
The ideas I have hazarded, receive no small sup« 
port from the declarations of Philo and Josephus, who 
lived a short time after our Lord's ascension. Philo 
calls the seventh day sabbath ^^ the general feast of the 
world." [See Merer, p. 103.] And Josephus says, 
[Ibid, p. 162.] <<The laws established among us have 
been followed by all naftions ; yea the common people 
have long since drawn our piety into imitation ; nei* 
ther is there any country, Greek or Barbarian, to 
which the rest of our sabbath day has not reached.'^ 
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The extent to which the knowledge of th^ seventh 
day sabbath spread itself among the Gentiles, and the 
regard which was paid to it in some respects by tliem 
aRerthe Babylonish captivity, were doubtless owing in 
a great measure to the Jews ; but not so, for the rea- 
sons already given, the knowledge and respect which 
they had for it originally. They derived them from 
muHtion, which must have informed both them and 
the Jews of the existence of many remarkable persons 
and of many important facts, long before the time of 
written Revelation, and independent of it, notwith- 
standing the impossibility of stating with accuracy 
which, and how many. They knew of weeks, and 
had them in lise, when the Jews were in embryo ; and 
the quotations before mentioned, and which indicate 
the sacred character of the seventh day, were some of 
them written at a time when it was not easy to get ac- 
cess to a copy of the sacred books even in the original 
or to find any one that ceuid give information from 
them concerning the origin of their customs.* Nor, 
indeed, was either of these means necessary : for why 
should not the Gentiles know that from tradition, 
which ithe Jews themselves did, who, as I ahall have 
occasion to show in the next Chapter, knew of the 
seventh day sabbath before they heard of it from Mo- 
ses? Yet the tradition, or rather the effect of it, 
was most probably preserved and extended, if not 
renewed among them, by mtercourse with the Jews 



* Hie begianiiig <^ the Jewish monarchy is here referred to. 



68 Regard paid by the Patriarchs y ^c. 

and by their example. It needed these helps^ as well 
as that of worshipping the Deity, or of offering sacri- 
fice ; nor did it experience much greater mutilations 
and corruptions, than those which feli'to the lot of the 
others. 

Before I conclude these remarks on the different 
opinions relative to the regard paid by the Patriarchs 
and the gentiles to the seventh day sabbath, I wish to 
make a few on the name which the seventh day of the 
week usually bears in modern times. The English 
historian, Rapin, affirms that its present name, Saturn ' 
cfa^, was imported into this country by the Saxons, 
and that they called it so in honor of their God, Sat' 
nvy whom, as he tells us, they worshipped on that day. 
Nor do I see any cause to question the correctness of 
his assertion. For though it may be thought that they 
borrowed it from the Britons, (since the Welch at this 
day call Saturday by a word which signifies the day of 
Saturn,) yet if they had done so, they would most prob- 
ably have borrowed the names of the other days from 
the Britons, which they certainly did not. 

But whence did the Saxons in Germany , obtain 
their Satar and their Saturday? Not from the Ro- 
mans ; for though the latter, as will be shown present- 
ly, resembled them both in the name they gave to the 
day, and in their practice on it, yet in their wars with 
Germany they never reached the north, where the J 

Saxons resided. The Saxon custom, therefore, must 
have a different origin. 

To speak first of the Romans : — Whence did the 
Bomanis derive their Saturn? Not from the Greek 
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Xpovagy [CAroftofy] to which it bean no resemblance, 
though the latter is constantly translated by the for* 
mer, and understood to be the same deity •* True asi 
it may be in general that the Latin language was form- 
ed from the Greek, it is plain that this word Sahtrmi9y 
among many others, had a different source. Most 
likely, it was imported from some other country near 
Italy, not from Greece. It is more than probable, 
that the origin of the Saxon god Satur, Was the sama 
-with that of the Roman Saturn. 

There was a particular day at Rome kept sa- 
cred to this Deity; as appears from the following 
lines of TibuUus, who lived in the time of Augustus 
Ceesar : — 

** Aut ego f am csiiifttiit sws, ant omios dirt* 
Satumi ant sacram ma teauiMe diem.*'t 

Lib. I. Eleg. iii. ?er. 18. 

That this sacred day recurred weekly, and was the 
same with the Saturday of the Saxons, (according to 
Rapin,) and with the modern Saturday, is proved by 



*The Greek word for Saturn is Kpouo^; but he was al- 
waya considered aa the emblem of Time, however X came 
to be exchanged for K. — See Rees's Encyclopedia, Art. Sat- 

VRlf. 



t '* I aaaigned as the cause, either that the birds, or un- 
favourable omens, or that the sacred day of Saturn, detained 
me." 
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the foHowing circumstance. Dion Cassius, an hisU)^ 
rian of the third century, according to Dr. Waliis, is 
his ^< Defence of the Christian Sabbatli/' p. 64^ calls 
the seventh day, on which the Jews, from a mistaken 
principle of religion, refused to defend themselves 
against the Romans, by the name of Saturday. This 
then, must have been the day referred to by TibuU 
lus; for it is incredible that the Romans should call 
two days by the same name, or that since the time of 
Tibullus they should have transferred the name to an« 
other day without a reason \ the time also being so 
short. 

Thus does it appear that there was a God of the 
name of Saturn worshipped by the Romans on the 
weekly sabbath kept by the Jews, which they called 
from him Saturday^ before the Christian era, and by 
the Saxons also, under the name of Satur. The 
question is, then, Who was this Saturn ? The sense of 
the word can only be obtained from the Greek word 
Kronot or Chronosy which the Romans consider as 
answering to it. The Greek word signifies Time, 
and the Romans represent him as the son oi Ccelus 
and Terra ; that is, of the Heaven and of the Earth. 
Time, therefore, the division of which into night and 
day took place first after God created the heaven and 
the earth, was worshipped by the Greeks, Romans, 
and Saxons, independently of each other, and that 
from a period immemorial : for though the Romans 
did not exist till between seven and eight hundred 
years before Christ, and the Greeks were only about 
four or five hundred years earlier, yet there is reason 



\ 
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to think that the custom originated, not with them, 
but with those from whom they respectively descend- 
ed. There is no reason to doubt the antiquity of the 
custom among the Saxons or their ancestors, if it ex- 
isted at all among them in Grermany; and the evi- 
dence seems to me (as noticed before) to preponder- 
ate in favour of that opinion — particularly since the 
expressions sennight and fortnight y which we still re- 
tain, and which were derived from them, contain man- 
ifest vestiges of a tradition among them, that might 
originally preceded day. 

On what day the Greeks worshipped their Chro- 
Bos is not known. But if the day differed from that 
on which the Romans and the Saxons worshipped the 
same God, it is not wonderful that civilization should 
in some cases, (as the lines quoted from Hesiod inti- 
mate that it did sooner or later,) corrupt that which 
the simplicity of Barbarism had long retained. The 
Romans and Saxons, then, if not the Greeks, worship- 
ped Time on the seventh day, weekly — the day 
which (as I shall show afterwards) the Jews kept-— 
the day which God consecrated for celebrating and 
commemorating the beginning of time — the day 
which divided time into those useful periods of it, 
which we call weeks. 

I am not ignorant that Saturn has been thought by 
some to signify Noah. He bears, indeed, some resem- 
blance to Time, being the father of the new world, as 
the other commenced with the old one : and whether 
in the old or new world, all things happen during the 
progress of time. In the time of Noah, too^ almost 
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every living thing, rational or irrational, perished, as 
Time is said to be the devourer of all things. Still, 
the Greek word Chronas^ which the Romans translate 
SatumuSj does not mean JYooA, but Time; and though 
the Greeks (and the Romans too, probably in imita- 
tion of them) suppose him to have had three sons, as 
Noah had, I never understood that the Saxons imagin- 
ed this of their Satufy whom I have spoken of as the 
same Deity with Saturn, being so like him in name, 
and worshipped on the same day. Upon the whole, I 
consider the three words in question as originally and 
principally indicative of Time, notwithstanding the 
name and family of Noah have been by some attach- 
ed to him, because of the resemblance between them 
in certain particulars. 

Let no one wonder that Hesiod (as before stated) 
should represent Apollo, [the Sun,'] and not Chronos, 
[Time^ as being worshipped on the seventh day. 
Apollo might possibly have supplanted Chronos or 
Saturn, as he himself, according to the same writer, af- 
terwards gave way to Jupiter* Whether the Romans 
who worshipped Saturn on the seventh day in the 
time of Augustus, according to Tibullus, had constant- 
ly devoted that day to him from the time they were 
first a people, cannot be known. As Dion Cassius, in 
the passage before referred to, writing in Greek, most 
likely calls the day CAronos't day, (and not literally 
Satum*9 day, or Saturday — so Dr. Wallis renders the 
phrase,) the Greeks had possibly caused Jupiter to. 
restore that throne to Saturn, which their fable states 
to have been taken from him by Jupiter. 
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With regard to the origin of the word Chronoa, or 
Time, it would, I believe, prove Hseless to inquire. 
Witli respect to Saturn or Satur, by which the Ro- 
mans always translated it, it appears to roe to have 
been derived from one of the great northern languages, 
as these perhaps were from the Hebrew, which was 
likewise the parent of tlie Greek. There have been va- 
rious conjectures concerning the root from which Sat- 
urn or Satur sprang. One of them, I believe, makes 
the Hebrew terra Satan the primitive. The dethrone- 
ment ef Saturn, according to the heathen mythology, 
by Jupiter, whom it represents a« the Supreme Deity, 
favours the supposition that Time, the most ancient of 
its gods next to the Heaven and the Earth, had been 
confounded with the leader of those ^'angels, who kept 
not their first estate.^' The name, indeed, of the arch- 
apostate does not occur in the Scriptures till the time 
of ihe patriarch Job, many ages after the Son of the 
<* Heaven and the Earth" who was deified must have ex- 
isted. But it might have been known by tradition from 
the time he deceived our first parents, as Jannes and 
Jambres, who withstood Moses, were, though not men- 
tioned in Revelation till the apostle PauFs time ; and 
.thus have rendered it possible to confound him with the 
God Time. The alteration from Satan to Satur or Sa- 
turn, might be occasioned by mistaking one Hebrew 
letter for another, and is it not much greater than the 
alterations of many Hebrew wolrds written in Greek, or 
of Greek words written in Latin. 

Such are the circumstances which indicate the know- 
ledge and observance of the seventh day sabbath to 
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have existed among the ancients^ whether Patri- 
archs or Gentiles. They are certainly not sufficient 
to prove the reality of the institution; hut they are 
neither brought forward nor wanted for any such pur- 
pose — that being abundantly manifest (as I have 
shown) from Gen. ii. 2, 3. if there be any meaning ia 
words. They are brought merely to show that the si- 
lence of sacred and profane history on the subject of 
the ancients' knowing and regarding it is by no means 
so profound and total as is commonly imagined. In- 
deed, not a few among the most sincere and zealous 
supporters of the first day's claim to sanctification, not 
deficient in learning any more than in piety, consider, 
as has been noticed before, the evidence of the Patri- 
archal sabbath, or at least of the seventh part of time^ 
-having been always and generally, if not universally, 
kept, as decisive. But even those who think different- 
ly must admit the probability of the Patriarchs' keeping 
it, from their knowledge of weeks — as also of the an- 
cient Gentiles' knowing it by means of tradition, and 
of their respecting it for a while, and of the effect con- 
tinuing extensively afler the tradition itself was lost. 
Such a probability is abundantly sufficient where no 
proof at all was wanted, which is the case relative to 
the actual observance of the seventh day sabbath : for 
the existence of the law for it having been proved, its 
non-existence would not follow, were it even demon- 
strable that no one had ever kept it — much less when 
there is no evidence at all of its non-observance, and 
where the appearances to the contrary are not few or 
inconsiderable. Strange and unaccountable as the de- 
fect of evidence concerning a particular fact may be, 
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(though in the case of the seventh day sabhath having 
been kept anciently^ the defect, as I have shown, may 
in a great measure be accounted for,) it will not justify 
the rejection of another fact, the reality of which does 
not rest upon the former, and which can be proved be- 
yond all reasonable doubt. At the same time I must 
observe, that the evidence of the former fact, defec- 
tive as it may seem, is not more imperfect, than the ev- 
idence adduced in favour of the miraculous parts of the 
Old Testament from ancient fable and history, which 
I myself, in common with every lover of the Holy 
Scriptures, peruse with pleasure. Yet are the imper- 
fections of the external evidence no less strange, or 
difficult to be accounted for, than the defect of the 
other : but happily, the Old Testament does no more 
want the support of the one, than the institution of the 
seventh day sabbath at the end of the Creation, wants 
ihe other. 
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CHAP. V. 



jtflPFERENCES OP OPINION CONCERNING THE SEVENTH 
DAY OBSERVED BY THE JEWS AS THE W£E£I>Y SAB^ 
SATH, 

IS^o one, 99 far as I know, doubts that the day kept 
by the Jews in the Wilderness of Sin, (Exodus xvi.) 
was the same with that, the weekly return of which was 
afterwards ordered to be kept by the Fourth Com- 
mandment. But it has been asked, what seventh day 
was this ? Was it the same in rotation with the seventh 
day which was appointed in Paradise for the weekly 
sabbath, or was it a different day ? — No one, i believe, 
ever questioned its being the same, prior to our Lord's 
ascension. There is no notice given in Exodus xvi. of 
its being a different seventh day } and the reason as- 
signed in the Fourth Commandment for the divine in- 
stitution of it being precisely the same as that which is 
stated in Genesis ii. 2, 3. naturally leads to the conclu- 
sion that both signify the same seventh day in succes- 
sion. Moses, who wrote both, would, as a faiihful 
historian, have provided against the danger of con- 
founding them, had they not been the same, since 
in reading the latter, it is impossible not to advert to 
the former. Josephus, in his Antiquities of the Jews, 
speaking of the institution in Genesis, states that as the 
cause of their observing that day of the week wliicb 
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they then kept and still keep as the sabbath. It is not 
to be thought that he would have done this, had he 
entertained any idea of a change in the days of the 
week before the Israelites entered into the Wilderness 
of Sin, or in the epoch whence the seventh days were 
computed. In a word, all who think that the passage 
in Genesis is only an anticipated account of what really 
did not take place till the /ewsleil £lim, of course con« 
sider the books of Genesis and Exodus as referring to 
the same seventh day in rotation. 

The opinion just stated is, I believe, the prevailing 
one among the generality of Christians. But as some 
able writers have maintained a different sentiment, it 
will be proper to examine the grounds of it. It seems 
chiefly to rest upon the idea, that the seventh day pre- 
ceding that on which no manna fell, [see Exodus xvi.] 
and which the Jews were both ordered to keep, and did 
keep, as a sabbath, was spent in travelling : and it is 
supposed that God would not have allowed, much less 
have directed, this, had it been a sabbath. I know not, 
however, why he should not direct them to travel 
from Elim to Sin on the Sabbath, as well as direct them 
afterwards to travel round the walls of Jericho on the 
sabbath. 

In the former Chapter of this Work, I mentioned 
that the childreo of Israel, when enslaved in Egypt, 
had it in their power to keep the sabbath mentally and 
in private conversation, if not in a public manner- 
provided they were so disposed. It does not, however, 
follow that, whatever some might do, the bulk of them 
were so disposed : the contrary is by far the most pro- 
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bable supposition. In that case, the general practice 
of the duty would be revived and restored at one time 
or at another ; and this seems to have been done, on 
the occasion of the manna's descending. It is no more 
wonderful that the Divine Being should defer the re* 
newal of the practice to this time, instead of calling 
for its revival the moment they set out on their march, 
than that he should defer the manifestation of his dis- 
pleasure against Moses for not circumcising his sons, 
till he was on his return from Midian to Egypt, or his 
order for circumcising the new race of male Israelites,, 
till they had crossed the river Jordan. 

The injunction for keeping the sabbath upon the 
occasion of the manna's falling, is introduced too ab> 
ruptly for a new institution, to which the Jews were 
strangers. It is spoken of to them as a thing known. 
The people expressed no surprise, when they were re- 
minded that **to-morrow'^ was **the feast of the Lord.^ 
When it is said, ^ The Lord has given you the sabbath,'^ 
there is no reason assigned for it, as it is natural to ex* 
pect that there would have been, had it been given 
them for the first time, and as was actually the case 
when the sabbath was instituted in Paradise. Whatever, 
in fine, the statute and ordinance which God is said to- 
ward the close of Exodus xv. to have made for the Is- 
raelites at Marah might be, it is not represented to have 
been the sabbath. 

Dr. Jennings, in his Jewish Antiquities, vol. 2. p. 
1 50, conjectures, that at the first passover, the begin- 
ning of the week was changed, as well as the begin- 
ning of the year, and that its days were anticipated, 
the sixth becoming the seventh, and the original sev- 
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enth day becoming now the first day of the week fol« 
lowing. According to him, therefore, the Jews ob- 
serve the sixth day of the week in order from the Cre- 
ation; and the Christians, in keeping the first day, 
keep also the return of the very day which God rested 
upon, and appointed to be the weekly sabbath — the 
day which he thinks, as well as I, was observed both by 
the Patriarchs and the Gentiles. But he produces no 
passage of Scripture in support of this conjecture, nor 
do I know of any writer that agrees with him in it. It 
has indeed too much the appearance of being founded 
00 a wish to support the obligation to sanctify the 
first day, by the original obligation to sanctify the day 
before; a wish as unnecessary as vain, if the first day 
be really a sabbath appointed by the authority of the 
Apostles. 

Nor is there better reason for doubting, with Dr« 
Wallis» whether the day which the Jews were ordered 
to keep was the same seventh day in rotation with that 
which was consecrated at the end of the Creation, on 
account of accidents that might change it, any more 
than on account of the supposed probability of its hav- 
ing been changed with design by the D^ity. The learn^ 
ed Doctor does not venture to deny the possibility of 
the true reckoning having been preserved to the giving 
of the law : he only thinks it incredible. He however 
assigns no reason for this supposed incredibility. Per- 
haps they are^ the long period of 2500 years that in- 
tervened between the Creation and that time — ^the 
want of means for keeping records among the an- 
cients — ^and the changes to which mankind, individu- 
ally and socially, were peculiarly, subject in the early 
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ages. It should, however, be recollected, that long as 
the period in question is, it is but a few hundred years 
more than the period which has elapsed since the de- 
struction of Jerusalem, during which neither Jews nor 
Christians have wanted for emigrations, persecutions, 
and revolutions; yet, though Dr. W. expresses himself 
doubtful whether the present Sunday, and consequent- 
ly the present seventh day, kept by Christians in gener* 
al, or by the Jews, be the same in regular succession 
with the days that were named the Jirst or the seventh 
at the time our Lord rose from the dead, I never heard 
that any one concurred with him in his doubts. As to 
the want of records among the ancients, allowing that 
there were none of any kind, (which cannot be proved) 
the want was compensated for two thousand years by 
tradition, in a way that it has never been since ; the 
tradition having to pass through so few generations, and 
the opportunities of recurring to the person with whom 
it originated being so frequent : the tradition in particu- 
lar respecting the sabbath, the origin of the institution, 
and the division of time into weeks to which it gave 
rise, had to pass through four or five individuals only 
between Adam and Moses. Besides, however deficient 
the ancients in general might be respecting the posses* 
sion, transmission, or preservatibn of records, the First 
Book of Chronicles and other parts of Scripture show 
that there was no want of them among either the ante- 
diluvian or the post-diluvian Patriarchs ; nor can any 
genealogies equal to their's in length of period, in de- 
tail of important circumstances, or in completeness, be 
produced among the Gentiles, at least since the Chris- 
tian, era. I see no reason;, therefore, for tliinkiogit 
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improbable tbat the Patriarchs and their cotemporaries^ 
between Adam and Moses, should know of the week and 
the sabbath, or that they should retain them correct- 
ly, especially the week — at least in that line of ances- 
try from which Moses descended. The preservation of 
the right week was sufficient for securing or recovering 
the sabbath : and though Dr. Wallis positively asserts 
that none except the Jews knew of the division of time 
into weeks, it has been proved from Genesis xxix. 2J. 
that the Gentiles knew of it once, however they might 
forget it aflerwards, as they did the sabbath in some 
important respects, the origin and design of sacrifices, 
and the worship of the true God. No diary of private 
or public transactions that 1 know of exists, or is judg- 
ed necessary, to prove the constant succession of weeks 
in the proper order either amonp; the Jews or the Chris- 
tians, from our Lord's time to the present moment : — 
why should any be called for to prove it from the first 
man to the days of the Jewish lawgiver ? I cannot but 
think that Dr. W. is unreasonable in doubting, with6ut 
assigning any reason for his doubts, in a case, the possi- 
bility of which he does not deny — ^that his doubts tend 
to universal scepticism, so far as ancient history k con- 
cerned — ^and that this part of his argument is no less 
hostile to the divine institution of the day for which he 
professes himself to be an advocate,than to the claim of 
that day to sanctification which he opposes. In my opi- 
nion, there is no fact in history more certain, than that 
of there having been no change whatever in the days or 
the week since the Creation. The idolatrous Gentiles 
readily acquiesced in the ideas of the Jews and Chris- 
tians on th^ subject duriug the second century, if they 
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were ever ignorant or difTerently minded respecting 
them. There has never been any dispute between the 
Jews and the Christians^ or among the Christians them- 
selves^ either in the same country^ or in different coun- 
triesy about the beginning or the ending of the week, 
and which was the first or the last day of it. The 
Blessed God on Mount Sinai states the same reason 
for sanctifying the seventh day, which was stated for it 
in Paradise ; and had any accident happened between 
the two eras to change the day, he both could and 
would have corrected the error, to prevent a day's be- 
ing kept, to which the reason assigned for its observance 
was not applicable. 

Upon these grounds, therefore, I see no cause for 
dissenting from the general opinion in modem times, 
and which I believe to have been universal before 
our Lord^s ascension, that the seventh day kept by the 
Israelites in the Wilderness of Sin, and enjoined a short 
time after in the Fourth Commandment, was the very 
same in rotation with the seventh day which the Divine 
Being consecrated in Paradise, and consequently that 
it was no new institution ; but, like the other nine com- 
mandments, only a solemn repetition of what was, and 
always had been, a law from the very beginning. lam 
happy in agreeing in this particular with the bulk of 
Christians in this country, so far as 1 am able to judge 
from documents very generally approved of among 
them. The Protestant Dissenters avow the sentiment 
I have been maintaining, by the answer returned in the 
Assembly's Catechism to the question relative to the 
day appointed by the Divine Being to be the weekly 
sabbath before our Lord's time, from the Creation 5 
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ftnd the Church of England state the same in their Ho- 
tttili/ on Prayer. 

Before I close the evidence of the Jews' having 
observed the weekly return of that seventh day on 
which the Divine Being rested, I must briefly notice 
the objection made to it by some, on account of the 
miracle recorded in the book of Joshua of the sun's 
standing- still a whole day, which they suppose to have 
transferred the former seventh day to a dijQTerent day. 
This by no means necessarily follows. Suppose the mir- 
acle to have happened at three o'clock in the aflernoon 
on a Tuesday : when it ceased on Wednesday afternoon 
at the same time, there was no necessit}' for calling the 
day Tuesday instead of Wednesday, since, according to 
the sacred narrative, it was known how long the miracle 
lasted. Nor was it called otherwise than by its proper 
name, [Wednesday,] as appears from the reason assign- 
ed in the Fourth Commandment for the enactment of 
the seventh day sabbath continuing unaltered : for the 
reason would have ceased to be applicable, had the 
former seventh day now been called sixth, and conse- 
quently the sabbath not been kept till the day after.* 

. HaTvlng thus shown that the seventh day noticed in 
Exodus xvi. and in the Fourth Commandment, was 
the same in regular succession from the seventh day 
which the Divine Being sanctified in Gen. ii. as being 



* Although this day was thus miraculously lengthened, by the 

addition of the time, of a lokole day ; still it was but one day 

consisting of its appropriate evening apd morning, and could not 

possibly prevent the recurrence of the sabbath in its appropnat* 

place in the week.— American Pubxjsbsr. 
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the day on which he rested at the close of the Crea« 
tion, I wish to make a remark or two on the phraseol- 
ogy and meaning of the Fourth Commandment itself. 
Mr. Wright asserts, in substance, that the terms of the 
Commandment are expressed so indefinitely as to suit 
any nation or age of the world, let it keep which day 
of the seven it may. This would be the case, were 
there nothing in it except the general expressions «et'- 
enth day and sabbath. But the words used in connexion 
with them effectually confine them to a definite and 
precise meaning. The " seventh day,'' which is the 
^ sabbath day" that is to be ^^ remembered to he kept 
holy," signifies only that seventh day which the Jews 
knew of, and which they were in the habit of keeping 
already. Their uniform conduct ever since shows that 
they understood it to mean the last day of the week, 
and that only; nor did they think that they were at 
liberty to exchange it for any other of the seven, under 
the pretence of having equally laboured ihe^six preced- 
ing days. Mr. W. himself, I should imagine, would 
be obliged to admit, that if they had dared to act dif- 
ferently, they would soon have paid dearly for their 
presumption. But if their sense of the precept was 
correct, no age or country has a right to understand it 
in a different sense ; for a law cannot — at least ought 
not — to have two senses. Even the repeal of a law 
cannot alter its meaning. The partial repeal of a law 
will indeed alter the original sense of it ; but the 
change would necessarily require an alteration of the 
expressions in the law, and in that case the law would 
become a new one. While its terms continue the same 
as ever; the meaning gaust continue the same as ever. 
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The expression, therefore, ^^ sabbath day," in the last 
clause of the commandinent, which the Lord is said to 
have ^< blessed and hallowed/' could not be understood 
by tlie Jews, at the time they heard it delivered, to be 
any other day than the seventh or last day of the week ; 
and of course not by any one else justly, in a subse- 
quent period of titne. But if the former clauses of the 
commandment had not prevented its ambiguity, the 
words in connexion must have infallibly done so, since 
they confine it to the last day of the week ; for it was 
the seventh or last day of the first week on which Ood 
rested, and which he blessed and sanctified, and no 
other. 

If this commandment did not bind the Jews to the 
observance of tlie last day of the week exclusively, 
there is no other that did. It likewise consecrates 
the seventh part of time merely in consecrating that 
day : so that if the sacred character of the latter had 
ever ceased, that of the former must have ceased with 
it. If the seventh day sabbath had been repealed be- 
fore our Saviour's tim^, the Jews would not have been 
obliged to keep any other on the ground of the Fourth 
Commandment, whatever they might have been oblig- 
ed to do on the ground of reason, or of a new institu- 
tion. 

Finally, there is no other difference between the 
Fourth Commandment and the institution in Genesis ii« 
than the account contained in the farmer of the mode 
in which the sabbath was to be sanctified. The ad- 
vanced state of society, compared with what it was at 
the beginning, required this. It checks the inordi- 

H 
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nate love of gain, and inculcates the exercise of human- 
ity towards all dependants, whether rational or irra* 
tional. 

It may now be asked of what use it is for us to 
know that the day enjoined on the Jews, at Mount Si» 
nai, was the same in succession with that which was 
hallowed at the Creation. I answer, that it appears 
hence not to have been necessary for the apostles to tell 
the Gentiles to keep the day, in order to render the 
keeping of it a duty incumbent on them. It was their 
duty to keep it, as well as to keep the other nine com- 
mandments, whether they were commanded to do so 
by the inspired missionaries of Christ, or not. If they 
had forgotten the day, or were in the habit of neglect- 
ing it, (as too often happens with respect to the other 
commandments,) or if they had showed any reluctance 
to return to the observance of it, it might have been 
necessary for the apostles to remind them of their du^ 
ty. But there seems to have been no occasion for this, 
80 far as can be judged from the testimonies o^ Joae- 
phus and Philo, already quoted, concerning the sacred 
regard felt by the nations for tlie seventh day at that 
time-^the very great probability that they were in the 
h4bit of .worshipping some false God or another (Sa- 
turn perhaps) on that day, in consequence of the an- 
cient tradition once among them, though now lost — 
and the readiness with which the <^ religious proselytes*' 
coalesced with the Jews in that practice. So far as can 
be learned from the New Testament, in order to the 
converts from among the Gentiles keeping the seventh 
'day, it was only necessary for the apostles not to forbid 
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it. Whether they did forbid it, I shall not at present 
inquire.* 

It cannot jbe denied, however, that there are cer* 
tain expressions in different parts of the Old Testa- 
ment, which appear at first view to prove that the Di- 
vine Being intended to confine the sanctification of the 
seventh day to the Je.ws. These I shall state fairly^ 
and give them all the force in the argument to which 
they are entitled. 

laDeuteipnomy, it is said that the Jews were com- 
manded to keep the sabbath day, because they had 
been <^ straug^s and bondmen in £gy pt.'' Were there 
no other reason assigned elsewhere in Scripture for the 
injunction, this statement migtit be thought decisive in 
favour of the precept's belonging to the Jews only. 
But the Fourth Commandment itself gives a different 
one, and one that relates to all the rest of mankind as 
well as to the Jews. Nor is. the one reaion incompatible 
with the other. For a commandment may be binding 
on an individual on the same account for which it is 
binding on others, at the same time that it is binding 
upon him for a reason peculiar to himself; and that 
without releasing others from tlieir obligation to obey, 
it. The particular obligation which the patriarch Jo- 



*Th» tareasm of the Latiapoet, Horace, on the sabbaia of 
the Jew9» relates not to their weekly aabbaUis, but to their new 
moons {triceaima.) The Romans might call them Sabbatarii^ 
or 8<ibbcUh^inefi, in derisioD, not because they kept a party but 
because they kept the whole of the seventh day. This seems 
likely from Seneca's charge against them, of wasting one day 
%Teekly in idleness. 
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seph was under to dutifulness toward his father Jacob; 
did not confine the obligation to him^ exclusive of his 
brethren and all others who have parents. Beside^ the 
oonsideration mentioned in Deuteronomy enforced on- 
ly that part of the commandment which related to rest 
from labour^ on the part of their servants, tlie stranger 
withm their gates, and their cattle, as well as on their 
own part : it did not extend to sanctifying the day, that 
is, 'to setting it apart for God, or for religious purposes. 
For the reason of this injunction, recourse must be had 
to that which is given in the Fourth Commandment, 
and which belongs not only to the Jews, but to all other 
nations. 

Again: the day ordered to be kept holy in the 
Fourth Commandment has been considered as merely 
Jewish, on account of its being placed at the head of 
feasts which are agreed on all hands to be peculiar to 
the Jews, and which are enumerated Lev. xxiii. The 
reason of this, i conceive, was, the resemblance it bore 
to them in its general nature, being, like them, a pos- 
itive institution and a religious feast. But in its cause 
and object it did not resemble them at all. It did 
not proceed from any thing that regarded the Jews on- 
ly, as they did ; since it arose from the Divine Beipg's 
resting after the Creation. Nor was it directed, like 
them, to an object which would cause it to terminate 
with the Jewish dispensation, namely, to the death of 
Christ ; since it was instituted before the fall of man. 
The obligation to sanctify the seventh day no more be* 
comes a part of the ceremonial law, on account of its 
association with Jewish feasts, than fornication became 
a part of it, because of its being mentioned (Acts xv«) 
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in conjunction with participating in things offered to 
idoUy things strangled, and blood ; or than the Fourth 
Comoiandaienty which b positive^ becomes strictly 
speaking moral, and therefore unrepealable, in conse- 
quence of being inserted in a code of law that is pro- 
perly speaking morsd. 

A third argument brought to prove that the day 
kept by the Jews was intended for them solely, is the 
supposed rtgoor df its restrictions, and the peculiarity 
of the peaaities annexed to the breach of it. But 
with regard to the former, it should be remembered^ 
that though the Jews were forbidden on that day to 
light a fire lor to drees food in the Wilderness, they 
might not be so restrained in Canaan, nor even in the 
Wilderness, under any extraordinary circumstances, 
such as cold, sickness, &c. Necessity or mercy might 
not require those works of them, which they do of us; 
and works of these kinds only are now lawful on the 
sabbath* Our Lord did not treat the restrictions of the 
seventh day sabbath as rigorous; he merely condemn- 
ed the superstitious additions which the Jews had ONuie 
to them. 

As to the extraordinary penalties annexed to the 
breach of the commandment, they were no other than 
the punishments which were inflicted on the transgre»* 
sors of almost, if not quite, all the other nine. Yet 
who is there that thinks that the other nine precepts 
of the Decalogue were obligatory solely on the Jews? 

The grand argument, however, for supposing that 
the Fourth Commandment — at least that part of it 
which enjoins the sanctification of the seventh day, 
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and which is imagined to be separable from the rest^ 
was designed exclusively for the Jews, is taken from 
the latter end of Exodus xxxi. and from difierent pas« 
sages in the Prophecy of £zekiely where the seventh 
day sabbath is pointedly and repeatedly spoken of a» 
intended to be a sign to distinguish them from the Gen* 
tileS; and to be a memorial throughout their genera- 
tions. These passages, understood literally, aini de- 
tached from the rest of the Old Testament, certainly 
do naturally and powerfuUy suggest the idea just stat- 
ed. But I must observe, that if they do really confine 
any part of the Fourth Commandment to the Jews^ 
they confine the vahoU of it to them, and not « ^rt 
only I for the divine declaration is equally made, and 
in a manner equally peremptory,concerning ttery pari, 
as it is concerning any part. There is not the smallest^ 
ground, in the texts alluded to, for detaching the sev^* 
enth day sabbath from the rest of the commandment,, 
and supposing that only to relate to the Jews. The 
day kept by the Jews at the time that the Fourth Com- 
mandment was given, and the reason assigned for the 
commandment's being given, confine the words '^ sev- 
enth €hiy'^ to the last day of the week \ so that if that 
day be not now referred to in the Fourth Command- 
ment, DO other day can be referred to* Supposing the 
seventh part of time abstractedly to have a right to' 
sanctificatiooy its right must stand on the ground of 
reason, not on the ground of the expression ^^ seventh, 
day^' in that commtuidmeut. The unavoidable infer- 
ence is, that Christians have no more conopni with any 
part of the Fourth Commandment, than they have 
with the Passover; and tbecefiire cannot with proprie-* 
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ty introduce it into their speeches or writings as a pre«- 
cept binding upon theni; or pray to God to incline their 
hearts to keep it. 

If, on the other hand, it be thought reasonable to 
introduce any consideration foreign to the natural im* 
port of the passages, for the sake of showing that a 
part of the Fourth Commandment, thought not the 
whole, relates to us and is binding on us, (an object 
which, as has been shown, is unattainable, on account 
of the exclusive meankig and the indirisibility of the 
commandment,) itJs equally reasonable to adduce con« 
siderations for the purpose of showing that no part of 
the commandment was given to the Jews for a sign be-* 
tween them and other nations, in such a sense as to ex* 
elude the Gentiles from participation in it, and from 
obligation to keep it* 

Such considerations I propose to bring forwards 
But before I do it, I wish to remark a little more at 
large on the justice and tendency of the distinction 
usually made in modem times, between one part of the 
Fourth Commandment and another. I say in modem 
timely because 1 believe that the distinction was never 
made before our Lord's ascension, any more than that 
it was ever supposed, before that time, that the sev-* 
enth day which the Jews observed in the^Wiklecness of 
Sin, was different from that which was the seventh day 
of the week, reckoning in order from the Creation* 
The distinction is this-— that the Fourth Command-* 
ment is partly positive or ceremonial, and partly mor« 
ai 5 the former part only of which, it is said, was given 
to the Jews for a sign, and intended solely for them* 
The part referred to^ is tliat which ei\joius the sancti- 
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fication of the seveoth or last day of the week. All 
the rest of the commaDdment is imagined to form no 
pan of the sign in question, as being moral, and on 
that account as belonging to and being obligatory up- 
on all mankind. 1 have proved, however, in a former 
Chapter, that the part (if such a part existed) in which 
the morality, the equity, or the spirit of the precept it 
commonly made to consist, is no more moral than the 
part which is commonly spoken of as positive or cere« 
monial, if by the term moral something is meant that 
is a dictate of reason, and discoverable by the light of 
nature. In this sense, nothing is moral, except that 
some part of every day should be occupied in the wor- 
fihtp of God. Mere reason does not require that the 
time devoted to him should be the same time, or the 
same portion of time, one day as on another ; much 
less does it require that he should be worshipped for a 
whole day together, and that once rather than twice a 
week, weekly rather than monthly, or on the same 
day of the week rather than on different days. With 
respect to domestic, social, and public worship, the 
only particular enjoined by reason (beside frequencjr 
in the last case) is, that it should be at such times, and 
for such a length of time together, as the persons iode^ 
pendent of each other, who propose- to engage m tt, 
can agree upon. £ven a rider in fixing the tinearbi* 
trarily for this purpose, when left to himself, would 
never think of devoting a whole day to religion in one 
way or in another at once ; and the part that he does 
order to be so devoted, returns aaaually at most, and 
not weekly, or even mo«tbly* 
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Reason, then, only calls for the setting apart some 
time by individuals each day for divine wordhip, and 
some time on some days by bodies of men for social 
or public worship, leaving to them the choice of the 
hours and the days, provided the worship be frequent. 
Whatever else it enjoins in this matter is contingent, 
being founded upon something that may or may not 
be; for instance, that twenty«four hours together 
should be sanctified, and that the same should recur at 
stated periods, in case the Divine Being should be 
pleased to appoint both these by a positive institution. 
Such contingencies, (while they continue to be contin« 
gencies,)and the absolute cases mentioned before them, 
are the only ways in which the Fourth Commandment 
can be conceived of, in order to its being accounted, 
properly speaking, moral. For though the expression 
<^to keep holy" certainly signifies something moral, 
and nothing else, yet the morality of the command- 
ment never can be made reasonably or usefully te 
consist in that solitary phrase, since sanctification 
cannot possibly be reduced to practice, detached from 
specifying some person or some thing that is to be sane* 
tified. 

Removing, therefore, that part of the precept 
which is supposed to be ceremonial, and to relate to 
the Jews only, the sole part which remains, and is bind* 
ing upon us, as strictly moral, is as follows :— 

^* Remember to keep holy such time or times as the 
Deity may have appointed, or shall appoint, for that 
purpose. In it thou shalt do no manner of work, nor 
suffer work to be done by any under thy control, 
whether rational or irrational," 
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The precept now resembles that given to the Is 
raelites to ereet no altar for public worship^ except in 
the place where the Lord their God should choose. It 
may with propriety be recited and acquiesced in, in all 
ages and places. It will possess a claim upon practicci 
whenever the Deity shall have appointed a time, but 
not else ; nor can it be known by the light of nature 
whether he will ever appoint a time, if he has not ap« 
pointed one already. Of course it can contain no rea«* 
son for any appointment, because none is supposed to 
have taken place, and because every new appointment 
requires a new reason. I must add, that whenever a 
time is named, the precept will be no longer moral) 
but positive. 

Whether such a skeleton as the precept i» now .re^ 
duced tOy so unnecessary, so . abstract, and in that res* 
pect so unlike any of the other nine, ought to satisfy 
the mind of a real Christian, let the reader judge. - For 
royownpaurt, I should think that such a Christiaa 
would be shocked at thus altering and mutilating a dt^ 
vine commandment, even in imagination. Can this 
adherence to the morality of the Fourth Command- 
ment be called retaining its spirit ? Would a human leg«^ 
islator allow any law of his to be thus treated ? But if 
the credibility of its having been reduced by Christian^ 
ity to the state just described be yet insisted upon, still 
its actual reduction to this state remains to be proved 
from the New-Testament, as also the authority for sub- 
stituting the new form for the old, without which there 
can be no Fourth Commandment for Christians'. Even 
then the new Fourth Commandment would be useless 
in practice, except the New Testament has named a 
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weekly day for sanctification ; and in that case, the 
commandment is not wanted. 

The commandment^ then, will stand thus: — 

^ Remember the sabbath day, to keep it ho]y. Six 
days shalt thpu labour, and do all thy work : but the 
seventh part of time, or one day in seven, is the sab- 
bath of the Lord thy God, &c. For the consecration 
of this part of time is requisite for eivii, moral, and re- 
ligious purposes. Therefore the Lord thy God blessed 
the seventh part of time, &c." 

If this be now the Fourth Commandment upon the 
authority of the New Testament, it commands some- 
thing, it is true ; but it is positive, not moral ; it is also 
a new commandment, and ought to be substituted for 
the former. 

I am sensible, indeed, that the advocates for divid- 
ing the Fourth Commandment into positive or ceremo- 
nial, and moral, include more in the moral part than I 
have done. They include in it the obligation to keep 
a whole day together—^ stated day — and that every 
week. • 

But J must repeat my denial of these ideas being 
moral as dictates of reason, any more than the sancti- 
fication of the seventh or last day of the week is, strictp 
ly speaking, moral. Reason dictates nothing more on 
the subject than what I have stated in a preceding 
Chapter. If the observance of either the seventh day 
or the .seventh part of time be termed moral, (to whicb| 
as I have stated, I have no objection,) it must be on 
grounds different from that which is usually and prop- 
erly stated as the ground of a law bein^ moral — name- 
ly, that it is a dictate of reason, and discoverable by 
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it. Theise grounds, as enumerated in that Chapter, 
are — ^that it was discovered in the manner in which 
certain moral duties were themselves actually discover- 
ed — that is, by revelation ;*-*that it was discovered as 
early as any moral duty whatever; — that it has a 
reason assigned for it, as every moral duty has a Fea« 
son naturally and necessarily ; — that the reason assfgn- 
ed for it relates to all mankind, as well as the reasons 
en which moral duties are founded ; — and, lastly, that 
it is inserted by the Divine Legislator himself in the 
midst of a code delivered solemnly as a moral code. 
But these reasons give the seventh day as good a title 
to sanctification on the ground of morality, as they do 
to the seventh part of time^ and even a much better 
one, because they relate dirf'otly and immediately to 
the seventh day ; whereas they relate to the seventh 
part of time, only in consequence of the former fact. 

It may perhaps be said, that though the observance 
of one day in seven abstractedly be not a moral duty 
on the ground«of revelation, it is so on the ground oC 
reason ; since reason dictates that such a day should be 
kept, as conducive to, if not necessary for, the benefit 
of both man and beast. But it is not true that reason 
inculcates any such practice, separate from revelation.* 
The idea never- occurred to man till long after the 
Christian era, and most probably never would have oc- 
curred to him liad it not been for revelation. There 
can be no doubt of its propriety, since the divine ap- 

* See Chapter ii. 
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pointment of the seventh day sabbath :* and the bene- 
ficial effect of a weekly sabbath has been felt both by 
the rational and irrational part of the creation ; but 
vritkout such an appointment, the weariness often felt 
by too manyy with the misapplication of leisure, and 
the fatal abuse of it in multitudes of isases, would in- 
duce mere reason to suspect the wisdom of consecrat- 
ing twenty-four hours together: neither would it be 
clear that one day in seven should be consecrated in 
preference to one in six, or in eight days ; the week 
being made to consist precisely of seven days, and nei- 
ther more nor fewer* Mankind are indebted for all 
these ideas to the positive institution of the seventh day 
sabbath by divine authority; which, together with the 
six preceding days that were employed in the Creation, 
composed the first week : and whatsoever is thus found- 
ed OH the revealed will of God, rational and agreeable 
to expediency as it certainly -must be, never can be a 
dictate of mere reason. 

The seventh part of time, therefore, is no more 
moral on the ground of reason, than the seventh day 
Itself; and though, as was said before, it may be call- 
ed so in a qualified sense, on the ground of revelation, 
yet it depends on the seventh day for its title. The 
sanctificatton, then, of the seventh day is not more pos^ 
itive than the rest of the commandment. The com- 
mandment is like our Lord's coat. ^< Let us not rend 

* The teventh dfty of the week, which God appointed, is m 
fit for the purpof 08 alluded to, at any other can1>e— and infinitely 
better for that reason, except he hat been pleased to substitote 
amothec for it 
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it/' ^< What God haUb joined togetbi&r, let not man 
put asunder."* It is posKive in every part^ though 
not ceremonial — if the term be understood judaically, 
as something that referred to Chri&t, and ceased at his 
death. The whole of the Fourth Commandment must 
consequently be abandoned to the Jews as a sign^ if 
any part of it be in reality exclusively their's ; and the 
whole must be read or heard by us^ as we read or hear 
of circumcision. We must in this case look elsewhere 
in the word of God, and in no respect at this precept 
of the Decalogue, for the obligation on our part to 
consecrate any day, and which day we are to conse- 
crate. 

But it is now time for me to observe, that. however 
the sanctification of the seventh day did distinguish, or 
might be intended to distinguish, the Jews from the 
Gentiles, it does not appear to me to have been meant 
for them only. A secondary and subordinate reason 
or end may exist without detriment to the grand and 
primary cause or end. I have already assigned my 
reasons for thinking that the seventh day sabbath was 
instituted at the close of the Creation, that it was gived 
to all mankind, and that they actually paid a sacred re* 
gard to it for a longer or shorter time, in one way or in 
another. I have also given my reasons for thinking 
that the seventh day kept by the Israelites in the Wil- 
derness of Sin, (Exod. xvi.) and that mentioned in the 
Fourth Commandment, were the same in rotation with 



* The substance of the commandmeDt is plainly this, that Go4 
would have us keep holy a particular day every week for a c^ 
tain reason, which reason applies to that dty, and to no other. 
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diatwhich'Waftinstitatcfd in Gen. ii. 2y 3. I must^ there* 
fore of course think, that the seventh day in the 
Fourth Conamandment was not peculiar, or intended to 
be peculiar, to the Jews. Witli respect to the phrase- 
ology used toward the close of Exodus xxxi. and that 
of some texts in CzekieFs prophecy, I think that it re- 
lates entirely to the extraordinary mode of tlie origin- 
al institution being ^^ made known" (Nehemiah ix.) to 
the Jewsj and to the effect it had in consequence of the 
forgetfuln^ss, ignorance, and error of the Gentiles con- 
cerning it. Tb0 latter knew the seventh day sabbath 
only by traditionary revelation : tlie former had, in ad- 
dition, the benefit of a personal revelation. The Gen- 
tiles had, perhaps, few instances among them of spir- 
itual blessings bestowed on that day : not so the Jews, 
among whom the pious were chiefly to be found under 
the former dispensation : the Gentiles forgot or misap- 
plied it after a while. The Jews continued to observe 
it. In a word, those of the Gentiles who continued to 
pay any sacred regard to it at all kept only a part of it, 
whereas the. Jews spent the whole, externally at least, 
in religious ejcercises, abstaining entirely from secular 
business, and refusing to take even the most necessary 
measures for the defence of their liberty, if not of their 
lives, on that day, though the law of God did not re- 
quire any such self-denial. 

What a singular appearance must this abstinence 
and practice every week, through a whole nation, have 
presented to every foreigner who visited the Jews while 
they resided in their own country, accustomed as he 
was to observe and to see observed the sabbath, of 
which a part only was occupied by the Heathen in sa- 
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(cred rites^ as was the case with many other days whicli 
were kept by them I How peculiar must thb weekly 
habit have been thought by surrounding nations, when- 
ever it occurred to their minds, or became the topic of 
discourse among them ! Above all, it must have given 
the Jews a strange appearance, after they were dispers- 
ed through the Gentile world, when the natives pf 
each different country saw a large body of people in 
the midst of them dokig nothing for a whole day to* 
gether, except one religious act or another, and that 
weekly ! The censure of the Romah philosopher Sen* 
eca, before alluded to, concerning the supposed idleness 
of the Jews, ought scarcely to excite wonder. The 
rite of circumcision, on account pf which they were 
sometimes reproached, did not distinguish them from 
Other nations, like the custom in question : for circum* 
cbion was practised by other nations, as well as by 
them. It was also a rite perfornied with comparative 
secrecy; it occupied only a few moments, and occurred 
only once in a person's life. But the sanctification of 
the sabbath occupied a whole day every week, and 
that in the most public manner. No one could tell a 
Jew from another by any external appearance that cir- 
cumcision gave him among men ; but all around him 
could not possibly avoid knowing what he was by his 
attention to the peculiarities of the weekly sabbath* 
The Gentiles must converse with him to know his prin- 
ciples, or go into the temple or the synagogue where 
he worshipped, to learn the nature of the public ser- 
vice he performed there : but to become acquainted 
with the distinction made by the sabbath between them 
and him> they had only to open their eyes, and view 
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his proceedings, and his abstinences for a whole day 
together, every time that particular day returned, which 
was with every new week. 

The Jews, therefore, were indeed distinguished from 
all other nations, by the extraordinary manner in 
which the knowledge (Neh. ix. 14.) of the seventh day 
sabbath, as well as of the rest of the Decalogue, was 
communicated to them, and by the spiritual blessings 
bestowed on it, which were chiefly experienced among 
them — by their universal and continued observance 
of it — and particularly by their devoting the whole 
day to religion. But these singularities do not prove 
that the other nations had no concern with the seventh 
day sabbath, any more than their not knowing the 
true God, or their not possessing the Old Testament 
by means of written revelation, or God's not having 
made known his judgments and statutes (even those 
contained in the moral law) supernaturally to them, 
(by all which the Jews were also separated from them, 
as well as by the sabbath,) prove that they had no con- 
cern with, nor were called upon to regard any one of 
them. 

Such are the reasons that induce me to think the 
arguments brought to establish the exclusive obliga* 
tton of the Jews to keep the seventh day holy insuA 
ficient, and unable to invalidate the contrary infer- 
once of its extending to the Gentiles, drawn from the 
evidence of the day observed by the Jews being the 
same in rotation with that on which God rested, and 
which he in consequenoe appointed to be the weekly 
sabbath. 



102 Day observed by the Jews 

From this coincidence it follows, tliat the seventh 
day sabbath is still obligatory upon mankind, except it 
be repealed. 

A positive institution differs from a moral one in 
durableness of obligation only in this, that it is repeal- 
able, whereas the other is not. But the regard due to 
the former is as firm as that which is due to the latter, 
till it be repealed. That a repeal has actually taken 
place, may sometimes be known without a formal no- 
tice. This was the case of the Mosaic ritual, and of 
sacrifices. These were not only positive laws, but cer- 
emonial. They were typical of Chcist ; and therefore 
when the work and sufierings of the Great Antitype 
were accomplished, they would of course have ceased 
to be valid, even if no information had been given in 
the New Testament to that efiect. But every positive 
law is not typical, nor does every one contain circum- 
stances in it or about it, which show that it is intended 
to cease being in force after a certain period ; and when 
it does not, its repeal cannot take place, without a for- 
mal notice to that purpose from the same authority 
that instituted it. This is the case of the seventh day 
sabbath. There is nothing in the law itself, as record- 
ed in Genesis ii. or Exodus xx. that limits its duration 
to a given time, except it be, that it is the memorial of 
something temporary, namely, of the Creation. The 
law must, therefore, last as long as the world stands, 
except notice be given to the contrary 5 and this notice 
will (as was said before) with the seventh day abolish 
the seventh part of time, which owes its obligatory 
power solely to the former, and will consequently need 
a new institution in order to recovet it. 
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I cannot but observe, in conclusion , that the com« 
mon expression ^ Jewish sabbath/' if indicative of the 
seventh day sabbath belonging to the Jews exclusively, 
can only be proper in the event of a repeal having ta- 
ken place with regard to the Gentiles, that confines the 
obligation of keeping it holy to the Jews : for it ap* 
pears, from what has been said, that prior to such a re« 
peal, the sanctification 6f it was no more obligatory 
upon them, than it was upon all other nations. 
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DIFFERENCES OF OPINION CONCERNING THE SUFPOSEOT 
REPEAL OF THE SEVENTH DAT WEEKLY SABBATH. 

"^^E^RE the sanctification of the seventh or last day of 
the week moral in the proper sense of the term, as a 
dictate of reason, and discoverable by the light of na- 
ture, it would not be repealable. For though an act usu- 
ally moral may be dispensed with, or one of the contra- 
ry description be authorized or commanded occasionally 
by the Author and Preserver of those relationships oa 
which morality depends, to answer some highly im- 
portant purpose of which he alone can be the judge, 
(as the second marriage after the Creation — the at- 
tempted offering up of Isaac — and the connexions 
formed by the prophet Hosea with different females,) 
yet it does not appear that these deviations could take 
place for a continuance, or that a moral disposition 
could be dispensed with in any instance whatsoever. 
But the law enacted in Paradise respecting the seventh 
day weekly sabbath has been shown (as the seventh 
part of time, had that been sanctified abstractedly, 
would have been) to be a positive institution, and moral 
only on account of certain extraordinary circumstances 
in which it resembles a moral precept \ it is therefore 
liable to a repeal 
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It is proper, however, to observe, that there are 
several considemtions which render it not a little im- 
probable that it would be repealed. The Creation, 
the completion of which was the occasion of its insti- 
tution, will last till the end of time. The institution 
celebrates a work interesting no less to every other na- 
tion than till the Jews ; to people living under the 
Christian dispensation, than to those who lived under 
the Patriarchal and Jewish dispensations. It is a work 
most magnificent, extensive, and perfect, as originally 
made ; splendid and beautiful, beneficial, and commen* 
surate in duration with the present state of existence al- 
lotted to mankind, through an uninterrupted series of 
generations for several thousands of years. That aa 
institution would be caused to cease many ages before 
such a work, the completion of which was the cause 
of it, and on account of which it had continued for 
four thousand years, or that that day should be set 
aside which is the only true and proper representative 
of the day on which the event took place whence 9ath 
both derives its name, seems not very likely. There is 
as much need since the Christian dispensation, as there 
was before^ that man should be reminded, weekly and 
appropriately, of nature's originating in something su- 
pernatural, and that this visible series of causes and eA 
fects was under the government and control of an in- 
telligent, though invisible Being. Infinitely superior as 
Redemption is to Creation in difiiculty, grandeur, and 
importance, it could not have existed without the oth- 
er ; and as it has two ordinances for its commemoration, 
there seems to be no necessity for that purpose to deprive 
the other of the only one which has been appointed for 
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celebrating its origio. The extraordinary sacrifices, 
.which the Jews^ offered on the seventh day in compli- 
ance with the divine command/ and the offering of 
which was the principal act of public religion by which 
they distinguished the sabbath from other days before 
the Babylonish captivity, plainly show, that attention 
to tlie Gospel is not unsuitable to the day : and most of 
the evangelical topics insisted upon by Christian minis- 
ters, relate as much to that day as they do to any other. 
In a word, there seems no utility in repealing the old 
sabbath to substitute another, since the latter would re- 
lieve from no burden, nor promote the ends of civili- 
zation, morality, and religion, betteir than the other. 

Notwithstanding, however, these presumptions 
Against a repeal of the seventh day sabbath, it is by no 
means meant to deny the possibility of such an abroga- 
tion. The contrary has already been distinctly admit- 
ted. The sole question, therefore, is respecting the 
matter of fact, whether the repeal has actually ever 
taken place. Here it will probably be asked. Who de- 
nies, or even doubts it? The Christian world at large 
lias indeed for many centuries avowed that opinion. I 
cannot under this head, as under the former heads, pro- 
duce authors of contrary sentiments among the obser- 
vers of the first day, before or since the days of Con- 
stantine the Great. I cannot bring forward persons of 
this description, eminent for learning, piety, and sta- 
tion, in the Latin and Greek churches, or among the 
Protestants in the Establishment or out of it, who have 
called in question the reality of the repeal, much less 
denied it. Yet the Christian world, though so general- 
ly in favour of the ajffirmative,'has never been univer- 
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sally 80 : and though individuals belonging to various 
descriptions of religious people have not stepped for- 
ward to oppose the cooimon sentiment, yet numbers of 
Christians, especially during the early ages, have ever 
opposed it in practice, and some, within the two last 
centuries, in writing. Ever since the Reformation, if 
not long before, they have composed a body of them^ 
selves, and borne a distinct title; nor have they been 
without persons of considerable learning, piety, and 
property, though not so extensively known as those 
among their opponents. 

The reader will perhaps perceive, without difficul- 
ty, that I refer to the Christians called Sabbatariansy of 
whom I now proceed to give the following short ac- 
count ; premising that to these people I think it fuy 
duty to attach myself. 

The Sabbatarians derive their appellation from the 
peculiar tenet held by them concerning the Scriptural 
weekly sabbath, as being the last day of the week since 
our Lord's resurrection, as well as before it. They 
make their appearance in the history of tlie Church, as 
early as their Christian brethren who are of a difTerenl 
opinion from them in this particular. Their sabbath is 
said by the historians Socrates and Sozomon to have 
been kept, in conjunction with the first day, every 
where among the Christians, except at Rome and Al? 
exandria, for upwards of three centuries,* Accord* 
ingly the seventh day and the first day are called Sii^ 
ters by Gregory Nysseo. Strong remonstrances were 
made against not keeping both days by St. Ignatius and 

* See Morcr's Dialogaes on the Lerd*s Day, p, 188, 199. 
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others, and penalties were ordered, by the Councils of 
Trullo and Laodicea, to be inflicted on clergymen who 
did not observe both days as festivals.*. 

At length Constantine, the first Christian emperor, 
issued a proclamation about A. D. S21, in favour of the 
first day solely ;t which was followed by several others 
similar to it. In consequence of these edicts,' which 
strictly enforced the observance of the first day, with* 
out making the smallest provision for the seventh day, 
that had hitherto been upon an equality with the other, 
the Sabbatarians, like all other religious bodies that 
found themselves aggrieved by imperial and ecclesiasti- 
cal mandates, seem to have retired into Abyssinia 3^ 



^ See Morer'f Dialogues on fbe Lord's Day, p. 188, 189. 

t According to Euaebijua, Constantine ordered, in the same de- 
cree, the observance of the other days consecrated to Christ, to 
the Saints, and to the Martyrs. This he did", not as executing 
the decree of a council of which he was president, but without 
even calling one. — Bampfield^ a Inquiry, A. Z>. 1692, /7. 97. 

} According to Dr. Buchanan, in his Chrutian Regearchetp 
the Armenian Christians have alwa}^ kept the seventh day sab- 
bath, and still keep it 

It likewise appears, from his testimony, that the Armenians 
are a very numerous and respectable body of Christians. ** Their 
general character,'* sayii he, ** is that of a wealthy, industrious 
and enterprising people. They are to be found in every principal 
city of Asia, and aU the principal places of India, where they ar- 
rived many centuries before the English. Wherever they colonize 
they build, churches, and observe the solemnities of the Christian 
religion in a decorous manner. They have one church in each of 
I the three capitals, viz. Calcutta, Madrass and Bombay. They 
have preserved the Bible in its purity ; and their doctrines are, as 
far as the author knows, the doctrines of the Bible. Of all^e 
Christians in Central Asia they have proved themselves the most 
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for there, as Scaliger^ and Brerewood, the professor of 
astronomy, inform us, they still remained in the time 
of Queen Elizabeth.* 

Wbithjer they retired in Europe, afler the decrees of 
Constantino, does not appear. Bat most probably, 
like many other bodies of people who could not in con- 
sciece accede to all the decisions of princes and coun- 
cils on religious subjects, they took refuge in the val- 
leys of Piedmontt From these they emerged, it 

free from Mahomedan and Papal corruption. The Pope assailed 
them for a time with great violence and but little effect. It if 
marvehras how these Christians have preserved their faith, equal- 
ly against the vexatious oppression of the Mahomedans and their 
sovereigns, and against the persuMtons of the Romish Church, 
which for more than two centuiies has endeavoured by Mission- 
aries, Priests and Monks to attach them to her Communion. It 
is impossible to describe the artifices and expenses of the Court 
of Rome, to effect this object; but all in vain.*' — Am. Pub, 

* There were, however, traces for many centuries in the Latin 
nnd Greek churches, of the sacred regard once paid by Christians 
to general to the sevendi day sabbath; as appears from the JH<ig' 
deburg Ceniv-ries^ and from Luc%U8*8 Eccltsiastical HUtory, 
See Bampfield'a Inquiry ^ p. 90 Bampfield also refers to Brere- 
wood and others to prove these facts. So late as A. D. 673 a 
general council was held at Constantinople, at which the Empe- 
ror presided, and Legates were present from the Pope. The 
seventh day was ordered to be kept as a festival, agreeably to the 
tradition and custom of the Church; and if any one in the Church 
of Rome fasted on that day any more than on the first day, it 
was ordered that he should be deposed or excommunicated, 
according as he was a clerk or a laick. p, 104. 

t Mosheim mentions two sects of Sabbatarian Christians among 
the Waldenses, &c. of the Alps and Lombardy, io the 12th cen- 

K 
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would seeiD; about the beginoiDg of the Reformation ^ 
siace, according to Bishop White, history associates 
them, in the time of Luther, with the people called 
Anabaptists, in Germany. Their state in England, 
during the seventeenth century, was sufficiently import- 
ant to draw the attention of Professors Brerewood and 
Wallis, who wrote against them; as also did White, 
Bishop of Ely, by the direction of Laud, Archbishop 
of Canterbury. There were Sabbatarians among the 
Refugees who came over to this country from France. 
A century or two ago, there were several congrega- 
tions of Sabbatarians in London, and also congrega* 
tions of them in many of the counties in England :* 
but their state in this country at present is very low. 
However, in the United States of North America, whith- 
er some of them went from England during the reigns 
of the Stuarts, they have greatly increased within these 
few years. One of their churches has nine hundred 
members. Another of them, in the year 1820^ receiv- 
ed an accession of one»hundred and forty members in 
the space of seven months. Among their communi- 
ties are two churches, the foundations of which were 
laid by persons from Germany and Scotland ; from the 
former in 1720. 

With respect to their religious principles, so far as 
is known, they have always been, and still are, eon- 

tuiy. There were many, also, in Transylvania in the 14th cen- 
tury. — Hubbard. 

"^According to Habbard, (an American writer,) there were 
fiioe or ten churches in England about A. B. 1668, besides many 
Sabbatarians that were not members any where. 



Seventh Day Weekly Sabbath. 1 1 1 

nected with that description of Christians, which in 
this country bear the name of Protestant Dissenters, 
and more particularly with that denomination of them 
called Antip<Bdobapti8tSy or Baptists. But they do not 
all hold the same doctrinal tenets, either here or else- 
where, any more than the other descriptions of Chris- 
tians. Those to whom I belong are styled Particular 
er Calviiustic Baptists. Their creed may be found in 
the doctrinal Articles of the Church of England, and 
in the Assemblies' Catechism. 

Having given this short account of the Sabbatari- 
ans, I proceed, in their name and in my own, respect- 
fully to state my reasons for differing from the Chris- 
lian public on the question relative to the repeal of the 
iseventh day sabbath. 

Though the possibility of such a repeal cannot justly 
be denied, since a weekly sabbath can only be, properly 
speaking, a positive institution, yet the considerations 
already adduced in support of its improbability are so 
strong, in my opinion, that it 9ught to be well substan-* 
tiated, before it is supposed that the old sabbath can be 
quitted with propriety and safety. Let it not be said 
that a repeal was unnecessary either for Jews or Gen- 
tiles ; unnecessary for the Jews, because their obliga- 
tion to keep the seventh day ceased of itself when they 
ceased to <^ dwell alone,'' to be the peculiar people of 
God, and to enjoy extraordinary privileges, civil and 
religious ; unnecessary for the Gentiles, as never having 
been subject to the law, and as requiring only the non- 
existence of an injunction to keep it. In opposition to 
such ail objection, I have already shown that the Jews 
were bound to keep this law prior to its being given to 
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tliem at Mount Sinai, and even if it had never been 
given to them at all ; or if they had never been dis- 
tinguished from other nations by peculiar marks of the 
divine favour. I have also shown that the Gentiles 
were never exempt from subjection to it, since it wa» 
enjoined upon our first parents and all their posterity 
at the Creation. They were, therefore, obliged to 
keep it, as well as the Jews, except they were told to* 
the contrary by proper authority ; and (as was said be- 
fore) there was no need of the apostle's exhorting them 
to it, as there would have been in the case of a new 
duty, especially as there were subjects of far greater 
importance to them to be insisted upon. With respect 
to their ignorance or forgetfulness of this duty, the 
institution recorded both in Gen. ii. 2, 3. and in the 
Fourth Commandment, which they would find on 
searching the Old Testament, (as they were ordered to 
do,) and which the Jews every where supported by 
their example, was abundantly sufficient to remind 
them of iu - Nor did they ever show any reluctance to 
comply with their duty in this respect, so far as can be 
judged from the Acts of the Apostles. 

Neither could the repeal be reasonably inferred 
from the repeal of other laws at the close of the 
Jewish dispensation. For though tlie law relative to 
the seventh day sabbath was positive, it was not cere- 
monial. It had no reference whatever to Christ, and 
therefore did not, like the law of sacrifices, and many 
other institutions, terminate by his sufferings and death. 
It was not, like circumcision, binding only upon the 
natural descendants of Abraham, and consequently 
did not end, like it,, when the Jei^s ceased to be the 
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people of God exclusively. In shorty a distinct^ speci- 
ficy and separate repeal is wanted^ for the abrogation 
of the seventh day sabbath* 

I now proceed to consider those passages in the . 
New Testament which are thought to imply the repeal 
in question. The text which has most the appearance 
of it, is Colossians ii. l6. If, however, the word sab* 
batJu in that verse is to be undersTx>od universally of 
o// sabbaths, without exception, it roust include the 
sabbath of tliose who oppose the Sabbatarians; for this 
sabba/^h must have existed at that time, supposing it 
ever to have existed by apostolic authority. If, on the 
other hand, the observers of the first day consider the 
limitation of the term not inadmissible, the Sabbatari- 
ans have an equal right to consider the limitation of it 
not inadmissible.* In fact, both parties do limit it; 
the fbrmer confining it to the sabbaths kept by the 
Jews, induding the weekly sabbath, that was bind- 
ing upon aH other nations as well as up«o them,^ 
the latter confining it to the sabbaths that were 
peculiar td tlie Jews — that is, to their monthly and 
annaal sabbaths. The Sabbatarians ground their opin- 
ion on the context. The weekly sabbath is indeed 

* The object of the Apostle seems to be, to relieve the Gen« 
tile converts from a burden. But how is the observance of the 
{Seventh day, in the manner inculcated by Christ, a greater bur* 
den than the observance of the first day would have been? Nei- 
ther is the seventh day sabbath more a shadow than any other 
medium of divine g^ce, compared with the blessings conveyed 
through that medium, or than the first day is. The institution of 
the seventh part of time is truly a shadow, of which that of the 
seventh day is the body. 

k 
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sometimes mentioned in the law of Moses in conjunea^ 
tion with feasts peculiar to the Jews, because it was a 
positive institution and a festival, as they were ; but it 
never was a shadow, of which Christ was the body, a» 
the new moons and all the ordinances of the ceremoni* 
al law were ; and therefore it is of these, and of these 
only, tliat the apostle shows himself to be speaking.' 
With these holydays the seventh day sabbath is not so 
much as connected here, nor had it any more to do> 
with them than fornication had to do with ^^ things of- 
fered to idols, and things strangled, and blood,'' though 
it is enumerated with them in Acts xv. The law of 
the seventh day sabbath, though positive, as that of 
any sabbath cannot but be, (which has already been 
proved at large,) yet never formed a part of the cer- 
emonial law of the Jews. It existed before man had 
any need of Christ ; it therefore had no reference to the 
gospel, and was Instituted on quite a different account.. 
The Jews kept it, it is true ; and so they kept, or 
ought to have kept, the other precepts of the Deca- 
logue : but there is no more reason for thinking that 
this precept shared the fate of their peculiarities, than 
that the others did. It should also be recollected, that 
if the text under consideration be subversive of the se- 
venth day sabbath, it is equally subversive of the sacred 
regard due to the seventh part of time ; it is also sub- 
versive of the rest of the Fourth Commandment. Foe 
the holy character of the seventh part of time arise* 
out of and depends upon the original institution of tb« 
seventh day ; and therefore no day will be left for us to 
keep holy : and any new sabbath by divine appoint- 
ment will stand upon its own gcouud entirely, independ- 
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ekit both of the institution in Paradise, and of the 
Fourth Commandment. 

I may add, that if the passage in question repeal 
ed the weekly sabbath that was kept by the Jews, it 
would repeal a sabbath that was equally obligatory on 
the Gentiles. For it existed long before the time of the 
Jews— *as early, indeed, as there was a human being to 
keep it ; and though it was delivered afresh to the Jews 
at Mount Sinai, so were the other precepts of the Dec* 
alogue, which no one ever thought not to belong to 
the Gentiles, or to be repealed at the close of the for^* 
mer dispensation, as being Jewish. But the term «afr- 
haih in the cooHnandraent which God is said there to 
have blessed and hallowed, is the ievenih day ; for so 
it is called in Gen. ii. 2, 3. to which the commandment 
refers. I have already shown in what respects it was a 
sign between the Jews and the Gentiles consistently 
with its being obligatory on the latter, and that the 
contrary supposition infers the abrogation of the whole 
of the Fourth Commandment, as well as of the seventh 
day sabbath.* 

* The ingenious and letmed Dr. WftUis tliinks that the word 
sabbath, in the verse that has been considered, cannot possibly 
mean the monthly or annual sabbaths of the Jews, because the 
Apostle refers not to the Jews in their own country, bnt to the 
Asiatic Jews, who, according; to the law of Moses, could Atft 
keep them, not being at Jerusalem. But he forgets that these 
Jewe were in the habit of repairing to Jerusalem to celebrate the 
Passover, if not the other feasts; and that possibly the evil which 
the Apostle wished to correct was, in part at least, that they 
^'judged" their brother converts from among the Gentiles, fornot 
taking the same inconvenient and hazardous journeys as they per- 
haps did. Besides, it is impossible for Dr. Wtllis or for any one 
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As the term sabbaths, or sabbath days, (Col. ii. 16. is 
limited in its sense by the context, so is the word days, 
(Gal. iv. 10.) as also the application of the Apostle's re- 
marks (Rom. xiv.) relative to " keeping ornot keeping 
a day to the Lord.^^ The context in both places shows 
that he is speaking, not of positive institutionsr exclusive- 
ly by divine authority, hut either of the Mosaic ritual^ 
which though once binding on the Jews was noidnger so, 
or else of abstinences and observances which the Divine 
Being has neither commanded nor forbidden. While^ 
therefore, he casts no censure upon the religious obser* 
vation of any day, be it what day it may, he does not 
mean to represent it as justifiable in any one to ^^ esteem 
every day alike'' in opposition to a divine institution, 
whether an old one, like the seventh day weekly sab- 
bath, that had nothing to do with the Mosaic ritual, or 
with the Jews exclusively, and that remained unrepeal- 
ed, w a divine institution that was new. Th6 expla^ 
nation just given must be acquiesced in by every one 
who believes that tliere Is a certain day of the week ob* 
ligatory upon Christians, to be sanctified as the week- 
ly sabbath, whether it be the seventh, the first, or any 
other day ; or, indeed, whether the Scriptures name it 

else to say that some deviations from the law of Moses might 
not be deemed lawful and necessary by the Hellenistic Jews, un- 
der their circumstances. This we know, that the Jews in Engw 
land keep the Passover in some way, notwithstanding the restrict 
tions of that law. That the Apostle, in CoL ii. 16. has the cercN 
monial law of the Jews solely in view, seems evident from his 
expostulation with the Colossians a few verses afterwards—* 
" Why are ye subject to ordinances ? (Touch not^ taste notj 
handle oot") 
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or not : as, for instance, if they had merely instituted 
the seventh part of time abstractedly. K will add, that 
it is perfectly incredible that a day consecrated on so 
great an occasion — a day enjoined upon man as soon as 
he existed, and upon all his posterity without any dis- 
tinction — a day, the reason for sanctifying which indi- 
cated that it was to continue sacred as long as the crea- 
tion lasted, and which was in itself as adequate to any 
holy or beneficial purpose as that of any other cou(d 
be — ^a day, in short, the observance of which was as 
highly important as ever to the beast as well as to man, 
and to mankind at large both in a civil and religious 
view — should be dismissed indirectly by means of ex- 
pressions so slight^ general, and ambigious, as those us- 
ed in the texts thati^ave been considered. 

Such are the reasons for which the Sabbatarians 
feel compelled, in opposition to their Christian breth- 
ren, to deny the su^iency of the texts that are relied 
upon to prove the direct repeal of the seventh day 
weekly sabbath. I propose now to examine certain cir- 
cumstances which have been thought to amount to an 
indirect proof of it. The circumstances are — ^that the 
apostles never tell the converts, if Jews, to continue, 
or, if Grentiles, to commence keeping it — and that the 
Inspired writers of the Acts and the Epistles record no 
instance in whi'!h Christians, as such, held a meeting 
on it for a religious purpose, much less state that such 
a meeting was sanctioned by the presence of an apos- 
tle, and that he took a leading part in it. 

Before I reply to these observations, I beg leave 
to ask those who make them, whether they would deem 
them sufficient (admitting the correctness of them) to set 
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aside the old sabbath, if they did not think that there 
was a new one to substitute for it by divine authority ? 
For if they would not deem the observations adequate 
to the purpose for which they are made in the case 
supposed, neither ought they to deem them suffieient 
in the contrary case. I proceed to examine the obser- 
vations. 

The first of them infers the repeal of the seventh 
day sabbath from the silence of the apostles about it, 
in addressing the converts. But what occasion was 
there for the inspired missionaries to address persons 
concerning a law which they had always been under, 
which they knew they were under, which they were 
in the habit of obeying, and which they knew of no 
reason for not continuing to obey ? This was unques- 
tionably the case of the Jews, and no less of the Gen- 
tiles, if the accounts given of them by the first-day 
writers, and which have been referred to before, may 
be depended on, so far as relates to practice, whatever 
might be their idea concerning the origin of their keejH 
ing the day sacred, and of the extent to which it was 
to be so kept. It was merely necessary for the apostles 
to forbid their hearers to keep it any longer, or to tell * 
them that it was not requisite to begin keeping it. 
This might have been expected, bad the sacred her- 
alds intended to repeal it, since nothing had happened 
lo make people think of their own accord that it was 
repealed, the reason for the original institution contin- 
uing the same as ever. They really did this in the 
cases of sacrifice and circumcision ; though the last of 
these, being given to the descendants of Abraham on- 
ly, might be supposed to lose its claim to regard whea 
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they ceased to be a peculiar people — at any rate not to 
be binding upon any who never were the peculiar peo- 
ple ; and the first ceased naturally the moment the 
Great Sacrifice was offered. 

So far^ however, from a repeal being announced 
respecting the seventh day sabbath, we find the inspir- 
ed writers ailer Christ's ascension uniformly continu- 
ing to call it by its old name, tlie sabbath day^ without 
ever intimating that they only did so because the day 
had been or was still kept peculiarly by the Jews^and 
what is more, without ever giving. the appellation to 
any other day. 

No one doubts that the Gentiles, when they be- 
came Jews, kept the seventh day as a matter of course, 
finding both the institution and the practice connected 
with the true religion revealed in the Old Testament. 
Was it not natural for them to continue or to com- 
mence doing the same when they became Christians, 
except they were told, or had examples set them, to 
the contrary -? Why was it more necessary to tell them 
to do so in the latter case, than it was in the former ? 
There is no proof that the apostles or the first Christians 
ever treated the seventh day as secular. The transac- 
tions at Troas certainljc do not prove that Paul and the 
disciples did not keep the seventh day. There is not 
the slighest hint that the Gentiles at Antioch, in Pisi- 
dia, upon embracing Christianity, kept a different day 
from that which they kept while they were Jewish pros- 
elytes, or that they thought themselves at liberty to re- 
nounce the seventh day, because they were not told 
to continue keeping it. Similar silence was observed 
at LydiaV conversion 5 yet there is no reason to Uiink 
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that she quitted the sabbath which she kept when she 
used to resort along with the other women to the river 
side. 

•The apostles were too much occupied in urging the 
essentials of religion and of Christianity to preach up- 
on the subject of the weekly sabbath, (which, however 
important, is only a circumstantial of religion,) except 
something extraordinary had called their attention to 
it. As the universal and continued obligation of the 
seventh day sabbath was never disputed or resisted by 
any of the converts, it was sufficient to enjoin the stu- 
dy of the Old Testament, where they would find an 
account of it if they needed it, both in Gen. Vu 2, 3. 
and in the Fourth Commandment. Whether the con- 
verts were from among the Jews or the Grentiles, they 
.were made to understand that they were to regard eve- 
ry part of the Old Testament, except the ceremonial 
law, and that which related to the political economy of 
the Jews; neither of wbich^ as has been shown, ex- 
cluded the weekly sabbath. 

The other indirect proof adduced in support of 
the supposed repeal under consideration is, that there 
is no case on divine record in which an apostle author- 
ized, presided at, or concurred in, any religiotis act 
performed or to be performed by Christians as Chris- 
tians, or indeed of any Christian assembly being held 
for a religious purpose, on the seventh day* I reply, 
that it is not true that no religious meetings or religious 
acts of Christians, as such, are recorded as taking place 
on this day. We are told (Acts ii. 46.) that meetings 
and acts of this kind took place among them ^ daily ;'^ 
and if they took place every day, they of course took 
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place on the seventh day. Nor does it follow that the 
seventh day ceased to retain the exclusive right to sane- 
tificatioH it had hitherto possessed^ on account of reli- 
gious acts being performed in Christian assemblies on 
other days likewise. *^ Breaking of bread," too, is ex« 
pressly mentioned as taking place ^^ daily ;" on the 
seventh day as well as on other days : and there is as 
much reason to understand by it celebrating the Lord's 
supper in this text, as in Acts xx. 7** 

But were the passage in Acts ii. 46. wanting, it 
would by no means follow that the Christians did 
not bold religious assemblies or perform religious 
acts on the day in question, merely because there 
is no account of them. It is not necessary to the 
proof of a law which was uniformly regarded for ages 
continuing in force at a certain period, that exam- 
ples of obedience to it should be produced during that 
period. It is enough that there were examples of it 
a little before — that there has been no notice of a re- 
peal^-and that nothing has intervened which justified 
the expectation of a repeal, or which, without such 
notice, tended to or warranted future disregard. It 
may be presumed that obedience to a law continues to 
proceed in its usual course, when nothing is stated to 
have happened to annul the obligation, or to inter- 
rupt the habit of obedience. It was the duty of the 
Jews, when they became Christians, still to keep the 
seventh day sabbath, and of the Gentiles, on their con- 

* The word meai in Acts ii. 4^. occurs also in Actt xlvii. 35, 
&c. where there if no mention of any thing, except of bread and 
of wheat. 
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version^ to commence keeping it, as they always A\Af 
when they became Jewish proselytes, if they did not 
keep it before, (which it was their duty to have done, 
and which testimonies, as I have already shown, are 
not wanting to prove that they did in some way and to 
a certain extent,) except they were informed to the 
contrary, of which there is not the slightest appearance. 
The mere change of dispensation was not adapted to 
release either Jews or Gentiles from an obligation which 
commenced at the Creation, and the reason for which 
was as weighty and as universally interesting as ever — 
a reason which could not be affected by the recovery of 
man, because it existed before his fall. The sabbath 
ivk, being was as much wanted after our Lord's death as 
before, for civil, moral and religious purposes^ and in 
the absence of any declaration to the contrary, seems 
as proper for promoting them as any other sabbath 
whatever. It was as proper in itself, as has been be- 
fore observed for explaining and applying the glorious 
facts and truths of the gospel, as any other day ; as ap- 
pears from the double sacrifices which the Jews used 
to offer on it, and from the religious services now per- 
forn^ed on it by the Sabbatarians, who expatiate as 
much upon the gospel on their sabbath, as the advo- 
cates of the first day do on their's. 

With respect to the authority for abandoning the 
old sabbath on account of no one of the grei|t events^ 
or of a particular event, not having taken place on i^ 
no one, I suppose, will say that the converts would be 
justified in doing this as a matter of course, without a 
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divine permission or injunction*-- especially since the 
events referred to for the most part no more happened 
on the first day than on the seventh, and since they 
were already commemorated and celebrated by two 
ordinances which Christ himself instituted ; whereas 
the Creation would be without anv institution for its 
commemoration and improvement, if the seventh day 
ceased to be kept holy. That such permission or in- 
junction exits, could not, for the reasons just stated, 
be anticipated or expected. There has been no proof 
of it hitherto, nor would the new sabbath be less bur- 
densome than the fortner was, from the foregoing con- 
siderations. 

Since, then, the first converts had no cause to ques- 
tion, either from the nature of the case, or from any 
intimation given or act performed by an apostle, the 
continuance of a law that had existed from the begin- 
ning of time, and which was of universal obligation — 
a law which the Jews had always kept, and which there 
is very great reason to think that the Gentiles them- 
selves in some respects kept, (as it was their incumbent 
duty to do,) though they had probably forgotten the 
origin of it^ there would be no just ground for sup- 



* We are told that in the Hebrew government, no magistrate, 
whether judge, sanhedrim, senate, congregation of Israel, or 
popular assembly, either separately or jointly, had power to re- 
peal any of the laws enacted by Jehovah, or to publish new 
laws in his name; the doing of which would have been to make 
laws fer his kingdom without his authority— (Brown, vol. 2. p. 
60.) If so it would hardly seem possible that any enactment of 
such men as the Apostles, would gain much ascendency in any 
alteration of the Sabbath.—- j^fn. Pub, 
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posing tbat the first converts had dtscondnued t6e 
praetice, were the instance already staled wanting, by 
which it appears that they met together and performed 
religious acts on the seventh day as well as on other 
days. Instances are not wanted to prove the continu- 
ance of that which there was no cause for discontinuing. 
No inspired person ever secularized the seventh day , nor 
indeed any one else, so fhr as appears from the Scrip* 
tares. The silence of the sacred writers, therefore, oa 
the subject of their keeping it, would not prove that 
they did not keep it, (since they say nothing to the con- 
trary,) even were it total, or not at all to be accounted 
for. But their silence has been shown not to be total ^ 
and that it is so great as it is, ttiay, in my opinion, be 
very easily and satisfactorily accounted for. There is. 
not any thing surprising in the supposition that the apos* 
ties might seldom or never be present at Christian as«^ 
seaU)lies held on the day in question. Their mission* 
ary character in general reqliired their attieiidance at 
other placiss of public resort^-particularly at the syna- 
gogues of the Jews, on accourit of the great opportu- 
nities afforded them at these times and places of diffu- 
sing the glad tidings of salvation more widely. In that 
case, the Christians might keep the day socially as well 
as individually, publicly as well as privately, without 
any remarkable occurrence, especially of a miraculous 
nature, taking place ; the apostles, and perhaps not on- 
ly they, but their disciples and " fellow-helpers," and 
in general all others whose instrumentality was usually 
employed in working miracles, being absefnt for the 
reason just stated. Were this the fact, nothing ever 
passed or happened at these meetings^ except the rou^^ 
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tine of holy duties : and it ocmM not be expeoted tbat 
any thing, said or done by Chnstiansy or any event that 
tooic place among them, except what was singular, of 
general interest, or of lasting importance, would be 
inserted in a work like that of the sacred historian 
Luke and the Ep'istles of the apostles, which was not 
intended for a diary or for minute details relative to 
particular individuals and churches, but to furnish a 
general view of characters and occurrences that were 
principally connected with the rise and progress of 
Christianity. 

Let no one think, that in supposing the absence of. 
every thing extraordinary from the Christian meetings 
on the seventh day to have occasioned the silence of 
the sacred writers about them, I have been substituting 
hypothesis for fact. There is no one that doubts but 
the Jews kept the seventh day between the death of 
Mose« and tbat of SamueL Irreligious as the Jews in 
general were, there were not wanting pious characters 
among them during that period— a period of between 
four and ^ve bimdred years ^ y^t We have no evidence 
of the tact diat tiiey did actually keep it* 

What can the silence of the sacred historians be 
owing to, but to the cause just mentioned ?* On the 
other hand, it is evident that we should not have known 
from sacred history that the Jews kept it in our Lord's 



* The silence of the ijurpifed writers under considefstion, re- 
lates to a period of no more than sixty years, and therefore is not 
flo much adapted to shake the credit of the institutien's continu* 
anee as the former silence wasi 

I 
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iiiBe and that of his apostles^ or that he kept it himseir^ 
had it not been for extraordinary and even miraculous 
occurrences on that day. In our own country, the cei<> 
ebratiofi of tlie 5th of November is never noticed by 
iiistorians from the time of its appointment for cele- 
bration, lili the year of the Revolution ; nor would it 
have been mentioned then, had not the historian Rapin 
been reminded of it by the landing of the Prince of 
Orange in 1688^ about that time of the year^ but no 
one would have doubted that the English did observe it 
during the period of lietweeu eighty and ninety year9 
that preceded^ if Rapin had continued silent about it, 
since nothing is stated to warrant the contrary opinion* 
There is one circum^ance which appears to me 
impossible to be accounted for, if the apostles really 
authorized tlie Jewish converts by precept or by exam- 
ple to forsake the old sabbath, or if the Gentile con* 
verts did not continue to keep it or embrace it; and 
that is, the profound silence observed by tlie unbeliev* 
ing Jews, and tbe total absence of controversy from the 
Christian churches on the occasion. The iiidignauoa 
repeatedly manifested by the Jews when oar Lord per* 
' formed cures on the sabbatli day, as well as the testi- 
mony of profane history, clearly shows that they 
were no less enthusiastically attached to the day they 
satictified, than they were to circumcision : and how. 
tremblingly alive they were to the claim of the latter^ — 
even those of them who believed, the Acts of the 
Apostles, and the Epistles of Paul abundantly prove. 
They insisted that the believing Gentiles could not be 
saved without it ; they compelled the latter to appeal 
to the church at Jerusalem 5 they lyged their favorite 
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tenent in the council of the apostles and elders: and 
notwithstanding the solemn decree passed by the coun** 
cily with the concurrence, of the Holy Ghost, in favour 
of exempting the Gentile converts from obligation to 
be circumcised, and the tranquility which the knowU 
edge of tlie decree restored to the churches in general, 
yet the sharp remonstrances of the Apostle, in his 
Epistle to the Galatians, plainly show that the dissen-* 
sions had by no means subsided in these parts. But 
how does the case stand with respect to the seventh day 
sabbath, for which the Jews were equally, if not still 
mote, zealous ? Do we read of any animosities or out- 
rages of the unbelieving JewS| which must have been 
the consequence if the apostles had repealed the old 
sabbath ? Did they ever express their displeasure 
against the neglect or violation of it, now supposed to 
be general at that time among Christians, as they did. 
on the mere appearance of either iti our Lord's time ? 
Do the Jewish converts ever remonstrate against being 
called upon, supposing them to have been so, to leave 
their favourite day, or insist upon the Gentiles keeping 
it upon their becoming Christians, if they did not keepi 
it before ? Is there any reason to think that they would 
be less tenacious on this point, had they been required 
to give it up, or more liberally minded towards a Gen- 
tile brother, had he differed from them in this particu- 
lar, than they were respecting circumcision? Were 
there any dissensions among the Christians, any ap- 
peals to the apostles and elders, any decrees under the 
direction and influence of the Holy Spirit on the sub* 
ject? It is well known that there was nothing pi the 
kind. For though the passages Col. 11. 16. Gal. iv. 10. 
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and Rom. xiv. v. have been considered as indicative of 
controversy among Cliristians on the subject of the 
weekly sabbath, and also of remonstrance on the part 
of the sacred writer against censuring the non-obser- 
vance of the seventh day, the context (as I have al« 
ready shown) proves that they relate to a different topic; 
and my opponents must at least allow them to be am- 
biguous: whereas the obligation of circumcision on 
the Gentiles is reprobated by the inspired penmen in 
terms that cannot possibly admit of any other mean- 
ing.* 

I am aware that when Paul says, <^ to the Jews I 
became as a Jew," it has be^n thought that he did so 
by conforming to them in keeping the seventh day 
himselfi and in conniving at its being kept by others, 
though he knew of its repeal. Were this the fact, it 
would at least prove that the silence of the sacred wri« 
ters concerning the Christians' keeping the seventh 
day is no proof that they did not keep it. But the 
case of his circumcising Timothy, (an act then unne- 
cessary by divine law,) though the father of Timothy 
was a Greek, << because of the Jews that were in 
ihat quarter," (and who knew that Timothy's father 
was not a Jew,) is a sufficient illustration of the apo»* 
tie's assertion, without any other instance; and were 



* TIm texts referred to, however, axe not ambiguoue. They 
cannot relate to any dispute between the Jewish and the Gentilo 
converts about the seventh day sabbath. For why should the 
latter object to it when they became christians, any more than 
they did when they became Jews? If, on the odier hand, the 
Jewish coDverts did aot keep it, how couIjI it occasioa disputei? 
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any other instance really wanting, to supply the defect 
by explaining the tprords as already stated^ without the 
apostle's authority, is ^^ begging the question," or tak** 
ing that for granted which remains to be proved. 

The unwillingness of the apostle and hb conopan- 
ions to give offence to the Jews, whether unbelievers 
or believers, by exempting any, whether Jew or G^ii- 
tile, from obligation to ^ keep holy the seventh day,'^ 
has also been attributed to the continuance of the tern** 
pie at Jerusalem, the daily services ^ere^ especially 
those on the sabbath, and the attention still paid by 
the Jewish nation to tlie Mosaic institutions, though 
abrogated. They are thought, therefore, to have kept 
and treated the old sabbath, as Paul conformed to the 
customs of the Nazarites the day on which the Jews 
took him in the temple ; at least, then, as before no- 
ticed, the seventh day was kept by the Christians, not- 
withstanding the silence of the sacred writers : and how 
does it appear, from them, that it was not to be kept 
after the destruction of Jerusalem, as well as before ? 
If it had been true that the seventh day sabbath wad a 
part of the religious or civil economy peculiar to the 
Jews, and therefore to cease when they ceased, the 
Fourth Commandment, according to what was proved 
in the last Chapter, must have gone with them. But 
the seventh day sabbath, as has been shown already, 
formed no part of the Mosaic ritual, nor did it belong* 
to the Jews more than to any other nation, being insti« 
tuted at the close of the Creation, and on that account. 
If, then, it was kept by the apostles wid the first be-% 
lievers till the destruction of Jerusalem, there is na 
reason to think that it was to cease being kept aflier^ 
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wards^ since we are no where tojd that it would be no 
longer binding after that event. The ceremonial law 
was distinctly repealed, though, from the design of it 
having been answered, its repeal might have been pre- 
sumed without a formal statement. How much more 
might such a repeal, if a repeal had been intended, 
have b6en looked for in a case where the abrogation 
could not be known without it, since the reason of the 
institution continued to be as important as ever? If 
nothing more than a temporary compliance with the 
prepossessions of the Jews in a matter of indifference 
had been meant by the sacred regard which the Chris- 
tians paid to the seventh day before the destruction of 
Jerusalem, we should have been in'formed of it, as the 
apostle Paul acquaints us with the abridgement of his 
liberty, which he imposed upon himself in the cases of 
-eating meat and drinking wine. Since neither he nor 
any of his companions or followers allege any such 
reason for adhering to the old sabbath, which they did 
cheerfully and universally adhere to, it follows that 
ihey did not act from a temporising and accommo- 
dating spirit, but in compliance with an incumbent 
duty. 

Thus the tWirec^proof of the repeal of the seventh 
day sabbath fails, in my opinion, as well as the direct 
proof. I indeed consider as positive evidence to the 
contrary, our Lord's exhortation to his disciples to pray 
that their flight from Jerusalem, when threatened to 
be encompassed by armies, might not take place on 
*^ the sabbath day.'^ There was certainly no other 
sabbath day in being at that time, except the one which 
"^Is inculcated in the Fourth Commandment. The dis- 
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ciples, therefore^ must have understood their Divine 
Master as speaking of that sabbath day. He says 
nothing to prevent their thus understanding his mean-' 
ing, and their expressing themselves in prayer accord- 
ing to that meaning. It is far more natural to suppose 
that our Lord referred to the disturbance which their 
own devotion^ and that of the pious in general, would 
be in danger of receiving in the case imagined, than 
to an}' they might suffer from the acts of devotion 
continued to be performed by the Jews on an obsolete 
sabbath. Of course, if 1 am right in~ my interpreta<* 
tion of the texts which have been noticed, the seventh 
day sabbath was to continue forty years after our Lord's 
ascension ; nor is the slightest intimation given that it 
was then to cease. 

To conclude. — Though it is commonly supposed 
that the seventh day is called sabbath in the sacred 
writings after our Lord's resurrection merely as belong- 
ing exclusively to the Jews, and as being observed by 
them, and that the apostles attended at the synagogues 
on that day merely as pursuing their missionary work 
among the' Jews, there is not a tittle of evidence to 
support either conjecture. The sacred writers never 
intimate any thing of the kind. Till it be proved from 
other sources that a repeal was wanted, expected, and- 
announced by divine authority, the seventh day, in still 
being called sabbath, only retained the name to whicb 
it was exclusively entitled both among Jews and 
Gentiles; and the apostles, in attending to their mis- 
sionary labours on the day, proposed likewise to sanc- 
tify that day which it was their duty to ^^ keep holy.'' 
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Let it not be objected to the conclusiveness of the 
foregoing reasoning^ that from the non-repeal of the 
seventh day sabbath, the inconvenience would follow of 
sanctifying two days in a week. I own the inconven- 
ience, and, as well as all other Christians, think it ut- 
terly improbable that the Divine Being would require 
this. I am ready to admit, further, that the nou-re« 
peal should not be acquiesced in without the greatest 
care, considering how long and how extensively the 
contrary idea has prevailed. At the same time, I 
must observe, that caution in examining evidence 
should not be confined to the case of retaining the old 
sabbath, but be extended to the case uf receiving a new 
one. 

The Sabbatarians, therefore, cannot agree with 
their Christian brethren in calling the seventh day sab- 
bath the Jewish sabbath, as if it ever had belonged, or 
continued to belong, exclusively to them. So far from 
it, that they always call it sabbath, and never call any 
other day by that name. They can admit the pro- 
priety of the phrase only in the sense in which JeW' 
isk Scriptures and Jewish God are commonly under*- 
stood. 

The Sabbatarians, however, are not the only peo- 
ple who ever demurred to the repeal of the seventh 
day sabbath. The ancient Fathers never once affirm 
It, much less do they ever plead Scripture in support 
of it. With respect to the sacred regard that continu- 
ed to be paid to the seventh day, after the apostolic 
age, I have already referred to the earliest writers 
among the Christians to prove the fact, and shall now 



Setenth Day Weekly Sabbath. 133 

proceed to quote the words of Morer relative to it, p. 

187—189. 

^^ Socrates tells us, that all the churches over the 
world, excepting those of Alexandria and of Rome, set 
apart as well Saturday as Sunday for religious uses ; 
even the Egyptians and those who dwelt in Thebais, 
borderers on Alexandria, complied, and had on both 
days prayers and collections. Sozomen has the same 
exception of Rome and Alexandria, but (to use his 
own words) all or most of the other churches carefully 
observed the, sabbath. And so great stress was laid on 
keeping it, that Gregory Nyssen expostulates thus : 
* With what eyes can you behold the Lord's day, when 
you despise the sabbath ? Do you not perceive they 
are sisters, and that in slighting the one you ajOront the 
other. And as sisters, we find them go hand in hand 
in the Ecclesiastical Canons. ' If any jlergyman be 
found fasting on the Lord's day, or the sabbath, let 
him be suspended.' — Canon G6. Apozt,^ And in the 
Sixth Council of Trullo, the canons obliged all people 
to fast throughout Lent, except on the sabbath and 
the Lord's day. And so they are joined together in 
the 49th and 51st Canons of the Council of Laodicea* 
But the words of St. Ignatius are very severe ; {Epist, 
ad Philip,) ^ If any man fast on the Lord's day, or 
on the sabbath, except that before Easter, he hiurders 
Christ again:' and no wonder, seeing we find it among 
the constitutions of the Church in St. Clement, that 
we celebrate as festivals the sabbath and the Lord's 
day. This is done in memory of the resurrection, and 
that of the Creation. Elsewhere the same author 

31 
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ftiakes both days of rest, that so servants may have op- 
portunity to go to church, to hear and learn the duties 
of religion. ^ In sum/ says Balsanion, ^ the holy Fa- 
thers make the sabbath and the Lord's day to stand on 
the same ground, and they were equally respected in 
ancient times." Thus Car Morer. 

For upwards of three hundred years (as before no- 
ticed) the seventh day was thus kept by Christians in 
general, though in conjunction with the first day. Sev- 
eral parts of the extract just given deserve particular 
remark. Not only fathers, but councils, declare in fa- 
vour of the old sabbath ; and the language employed 
by them is not that of concern to have its observance 
connived at or tolerated, but of conviction th^t it was 
an important duty. St. Ignatius himself who in an- 
other part of his writings is understood by some to 
urge the celebration of the first day instead of sabbati- 
zing, in this part, on the contrary, enjoins it only q/^ 
ter sabbatizing; reprobating the neglect of the latter 
in the severest terms. The Apostolical Canons are 
not thought to be so early as they pretend to be ; 
but the later the zeal was which they express for the 
seventh day sabbath, the more advantageous it is to 
the cause which it advocates. The Council at Trullo 
which declares on the same side, must also have beea 
held late> as it was the sixth which sat there. Wheth- 
er the Council of Laodicea which espouses the cause 
of the seventh day was that which sat there in the mid- 
dle of the fourth century, is uncertain ; but if it was, 
it is not a little remarkable that it should venture thus 
to express its sentiment in opposition to the decrees of 
Coustantlne which enjoin the observance of the first 
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day, without mentioning the seventh day. Be that as 
it may^Qregory Nyssen must have had that boldness^ 
since be lived at that time. Nor do the historians So* 
crates and Sozomen^ both of whom lived in that cen* 
tury,(and the latter continued beyond the beginning of 
the fifth century y) display a small degree of it, in stating^ 
as they do, both the period during which Sabbatarian- 
ism (as it is now called) was practised, and the extent to 
which it prevailed. The first of these writers states 
(Lib. 5. Cap. 22.) not only the public observance of 
the seventh day in almost all the churches, with the 
exception of those in Rome and Alexandria, in the 
fourth century, but also that the ^< holy mysteries were 
performed on it." 

St. Ignatius, indeed, according to Bishop White, 
exhorts the Christians to work on the sabbath, quoting 
the apostle's words, << If any man will not work, nei- 
ther shall he eat." This, however, is no more than 
what the same learned writer shows the fathers 
in general to have done relative to the first day, not 
only while the Christians were subject to the idolaters, 
but for three centuries after the Roman empire became 
Christian. The exhortation of Ignatius implies, also, 
that the Christians with whom he was concerned in 
general abstained froni working on the seventh day. 

In England, even so late as some years before A. 
DvlOOO,* in the reign of Edgar, the seventh day was 



* The short account of the Sabbatarians in the preceding part 
of this Chapter contains some important particulars of their con- 
dition abroad between Constantino's time and this period* as 
well as afterwards. 
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ordered to be sanctified from three o'clock in the b^ 
ternoouy in addition to the whole of the first day : and 
this sacred regard for it continued, in consequence of 
difierent canons and proclamations^ tiH the tinie of 
King John ; that is, for more than two hundred years. 
Notwithstanding the present practice of deferring the 
commencement of the national sabbath till twelve at 
midnight on the seventh day, I am not aware that the 
laws just referred to have ever been repealed. The Jour- 
nals of Parliament, as well as the public schools, stilly. 
I believe, call tke seventh day, in Latin, ScLbbath-dai/, 
not Saturday : and it is a well known fact that neither 
of the two Houses^ in general, transact any business on 
that day. 

The religious respect sl^own to the seventh day hy 
the Chrisdans at large, during the first ages of Chris- 
tianity, has been attributed to the reluctance of 
the Jewish converts to quit an old practice and 
the deference paid to them by their Gentile breth^ 
ren. At least, it is allowed that they both kept the 
seventh day for the most part at that time, notwith- 
standing tho/ silence of Luke and the apostles^ There 
was, however, no such deference shown in the case of 
circumcision. Had that been the case respecting the 
seventh day, the toleration of the seventh day would 
have been sofilcient, without enjoining its observance ; 
and if the latter was thought necessary or prpdent, it 
will at least show that the numbers and strength of the 
Sabbatarians were not inconsiderable. But the conjec- 
ture proceeds upon the ground that the repeal of the 
seventh day sabbath has been proved from Scripture : 
for if that point be not established, there is a more na-* 
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tural way of accounting for the harmony that suhsist- 
ed among the Christians ; namely, the conviction of 
the Jewish converts that it was their duty still to keep 
the seventh day, and that of the Gentile converts that 
their brethren from among the Jews, in adhering to 
the old sabbath, were doing no more than their duty, 
and what it was equally the duty of the gentiles them- 
selves to practise. Upon the suppositioji of the non- 
repeal, it would have been strange indeed, had the 
Jews, when they became Christians, acted otherwise 
than they did ; and their abandonment of the old sab- 
bath would no doubt have been brought forward as an 
unanswerable arguipent in support of the repeal. That 
the converts from the Jews should continue to keep the 
seventh day was no more than what might be expect- 
ed, as the apostles gave no orders to the contrary ^ and 
if the converts from the Gentiles did not practise the 
same, they had occasion for the forbearance of their 
brethren, and not their brethren for their's. 

There is not the least appearance, in the Fathers, 
that the Sabbatarian Christians were a new sect) 
sprung up since the time of the apostles. They are 
never charged with innovation in this respect ^ nor was 
their existence or continuance in the church ever ac- 
counted for in the way that is now under consideration, 
till modem times. The churches at Rome and Alex- 
andria, which the historians tell us, contain no Sabba- 
tarians, so far as is known, never pleaded Scripture, if 
they pleaded any thing else, as a reason for excluding 
th6m» That the arm of civil and ecclesiastical power 
should afterwards disperse, though not annihilate them, 

m 
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can excite no wonder : but Constantine and his success 
sors, whether acting in a political or sacred character, 
when^in their decrees relative to observing ihe first 
day, they overlooked the seventh day, did not urge the 
authority of Inspiration for the omission. They evea 
acted in opposition to the authority and example of the 
primitive church, without ever assigning the pretext 
which has since been invented for them, namely, that 
there were no longer any converts from among the 
Jews to render the toleration of their prepossessions in 
favour of the old sabbath, or conformity to them, ne- 
cessary.* 

To return to the subject of the present Chapter. — 
There is a sense in which the advocates for the repeal 
of the seventh day sabbath may themselves be said to 
aid the cause of those who maintain that it is not repeal- 
ed : I mean the adherence of the first day Christians 
in general to the Fourth Commandment. I am aware, 
indeed, that they do not profess to retain the whole of 
the commandment, or at least, if they do, that they 
do not understand the expression sabbath in it to mean 
'^ the seventh day," or this last to mean the last day of 
the week exclusively, but the seventh part of time ; so 
that though the Jews were confined to the seventh day, 
Christians may keep another of the seven without vio- 
lating the commadment. I have also shown, before, 
that the seventh part of tune abstractedly was not the 



* This detail from Church History is given to satisfy a natural 
curiosity, and not to strengthen the reasoning which preceded it 
The Bible is the religion of Protestants, not the opinions andl 
Precepts of men. 
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thing instituted, either in the commandment, or in 
Genesis ii. 2, 3. but that it was the consequence of the 
institution.* The thing instituted relates only to the 
last day of the first week — the day on which God rest« 
ed from the work of creation, and every seventh day af- 
terwards in succession.! It was that day which the 
Fourth Commandment ordered the Jews to keep, the 
day which in fact (as has been proved) they were keep« 
ing before the commandment was given from Mount 
Sinai — the day, the weekly return of which they now 
keep. If the commandment did not confine them to 
that day, there was nothing else that did. No one^ 
however conceives that the Jews were at liberty to keep 
any other day, or that they would have escaped the se- 
verest punishment, had they dared to keep another 
in the room of it. But as there was no other precept 
to bind them to the observance of the last day of the 
week in particular, except the Fourth Commandment^ 
if that commandment only required in general the se- 
venth part of time, they would have been at liberty to 
change the day, by keeping two sabbaths together, or 
by some other expedient. 

The expression, then, in the commandment, ^< the 
seventh day," can only mean the last day of the week, 
as it was understood to mean by the Jews, and even by 

* The leventh part of time was not instituted first, and tho 
seventh day afterwards, either in Gen. il. 2. 3, or in the Fourth 
Commandment. 

t Moses and the Jews did not conceive that the first seventh 
day only was to be kept holy; nor do the first day Christians 
fhiak that no other Sunday was to be kept except that on which 
Christ rose. 
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our Lord himself. So the holy women understood it, 
who rested on it accordiag to the commandment. Of 
course it means the same to all who are subject to the 
Fourth Commandment. They are as much bound by 
it to keep the seventh day, as the Jews were. It never 
can mean a different thing after our Lord's resurrection 
from what it did before — a different thing to different 
bodies of people alike subject to the Fourth Command- 
ment — a different thing to Christians from what it did 
to the Jews. It never can mean the last day of the 
week exclusively to the Jews, and to Christians only 
the seventh part of time. As the former were not 
at liberty to disregard the letter of the command- 
ment under the notion of adhering to the spirit of it, 
so neither are the latter warranted in taking any such 
liberty. 

But it will be asked, may not part of a* law be re- 
pealed, and the rest continue in force ? Undoubtedly 
it may, when the repeal relates to a circumstance, but 
not when it relates to the essence. Here the supposed 
repeal relates to the essence. For if the words " the 
seventh day" be struck out, nothing will remain to be 
kept holy. The seventh part of time will not remain ; 
for since it owes its right to consecration entirely to the 
seventh day, when the seventh day goes, it must go 
with it.* The reason, too, assigned at the end of the 
commandment for its enactment must also vanish, as 



* Had the feventh day sabbath been repealed before oar Lord's 
time, the Fourth Commandmeot would not bare bound the 
Jews to keep any day, whatever reason or a new divine in0titu« 
tk>n might have done. 
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relating to the last day of the week, and to nothing 
else. The seventh day, therefore, cannot be cancelled 
without cancelling the wholes and upon this account, 
whoever retains the rest of the precept (as Christians 
in general do) may be said virtually to deny the repeal 
of the seventh day sabbath. 

It is true, the obligation to sanctify the seventh 
part of time might exist, and consequently continue, 
if reason supported it, without the commandment* 
But in that case the Fourth Commandment would have 
nothing to do with it. It might also be renewed by the 
Divine Being, either by the institution of it abstracted- 
ly, no day being named in particular, or by insti- 
tuting a specific day, as was done at the Creation ; 
and I say nothing at present whether this last has 
or has not been done in the case of the first day. 
But if it be so, the Fourth Commandment cannot 
witli propriety, any more than any other essential- 
ly amended or altered law, be considered in its pre- 
sent state as obligatory upon Christians. Before the 
words relative to the mode of keeping holy the sabbath 
day can be used, " the seventh part of time,'^ or " the 
first," for instance must be substituted for seventh ; 
and instead of the reason now given in the command- 
ment for the divine institution of the seventh day, the 
following, or some such words, must be introduced :-— 
^^ for the sanctification of the seventh part of time is 
requisite for the purposes of civilization, humanity, 
morality, and religion : therefore the Lord, &c." Or 
thus : — " for the Lord Jesus Christ, having died for 
our sins, rose from the dead on the first day : therefore 
the Lord blessed the sabbath day, and hallowed it.'' 
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Whether the commaQdment would remaiii the same 
in substance with either of these alterations — whether 
the apostles have sanctioned either — or whether a real 
Christian can, without such a sanction, adopt either 
of them, must be left to every one's own conscience to 
determine. 

At all events the Sabbatarian possesses this import- 
ant advantage, that when he is present at church, and 
hears the solemn recital of the Fourth Commandment 
as now binding upon Christians, he can with the ut- 
most sincerity toward God and man unite with the con- 
gregation in praying, ^' Lord, have mercy upon u^ 
and incline our hearts to keep this law ."' 
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CHAP. VII. 



BIFFERENCKS OF OPINION CONCERNING THE CLAIM OF 
THE FIRST DAT TO BE THE WEEKLY SABBATH B% 
DIVINE AUTHORITY. 

^HE title of this chapter Mrill, I suppose, excite no 
small surprise in many, (should many ever hear of this 
little Work,) since Christians at large know not that 
any who bear that name think otherwise than that the 
first day is the weekly sabbath according to the New 
Testament. I imagine, however, that this surprise will 
be moderated in a degree, upon recollecting some of 
the observations that were made in the first Chapter 
relative to the difference of opinion concerning the na- 
ture of a weekly sabbath, among those who profess to 
keep the first day. It was there shown, that if all 
those who in 'theory as well as in practice withhold 
from the sabbath no small portion of the time and of 
|he religious exercises — particularly those of a domes- 
tic, private or mental nature, which according to the 
sentiments of the pious in general, (in the British domin- 
ions at least, whether Churchmen or Dissenters,) are 
its due, were excepted from the number of those who 
are said to sanctify the first day, the ranks of those 
who account it to be the weekly sabbath would be ma- 
terially thinned. But it will be better for me not to 
Notice, at present, the opinions of many among the 
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professed observers of the first day themselves on its 
right to consecration^ together with the extent and 
mode of sanctification to which that right entitles^ or is 
thought to entitle it. I shall, therefore, consider none 
except the sabbatarianf as denying its scriptural au- 
thority: a denial which can excite no wonder, after 
what has been stated concerning their denying the re- 
peal of the seventh day sabbath, and their reasons for 
so doing. 

Before I enter upon the subject I wish to observe, 
that the non-repeal of tjie seventh day sabbath would 
not be disproved by the proof of the first day's claim 
to sanctification, were it ever so satisfactory. It would 
only follow that there were two weekly sabbaths ; and 
the improbability of this no more weakens the argu- 
ment for their non-repeal, than it does that for the new 
institution. 

That there is no formal appointment of the first day 
for a weekly sabbath by Christ or his apostles, is, I be- 
lieve, almost universally admitted. But it is insisted 
that the want of direct evidence in support of its divine 
authority (were it wholly wanting) is amply supplied 
by circumstantial evidence. I am not unwilling to ex- 
amine the nature, extent and force, of the evidence re-, 
ferred to. But before I do so, I cannot but express 
my doubts beforehand, whether any thing short of^ di- 
rect evidence will suffice in a case of this nature. In 
my opinion no events, happening on a certain day, 
however supernatural or beneficial, can render or 
prove that day sacred, without a divine command to 
that effect. They only render the day of the month, 
and its annual return, perhaps, remarkable. Neither 
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would the performance of religious acts on it, though 
the most solemn, convert it into a sacred day, without 
the notice aforesaid. Tlie acts themselves are indeed 
suitable to a sabbath, but by no means prove that the 
day in question is one, since they may be and often are 
performed on a common day — most of them, perhaps, 
weekly. The persons, too, who performed or enjoin- 
ed them on the day, though inspired, do not make' or 
prove the day a sabbath, except they tell us that they 
did it on that account : for they might have done the 
same for reasons that were merely personal, local, or 
temporary ; and the acts themselves are no more than 
others have or might have done, though uninspired. 
In fine, a day attended with all the circumstances that 
have been mentioned, could have no right to an appel- 
lation given hy Scripture to a day, without naming it, 
and apparently implying a sacred character, when 
there was another day to claim it, which Scripture 
never stated otherwise than as sacred — especially as 
the title itself was not altogether free from ambigu- 
ity. 

I know that the seventh day was appointed at the 
close of the Creation to be a weekly sabbath, because 
God is expressly said to have " sanctified" it — that is, 
set it apart fbr holy purposes. But without this decla- 
ration, neither God's riStting on it after his great and 
good work, nor any religious act recorded to have been 
performed on it, even weekly, by the Patriarchs, could 
have proved that they acted in obedience to the divine 
authority, and much less that others were obliged to 

N 
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do aOy because tbey did* The case of sacrifices sbali 
be considered presently. 

I must observe, further, that were it possible to 
prove the divine institution of a sabbath without direct 
evidence, the want of that evidence, in such a case 
would be an unique. There is no divine institution 
among all the institutions upon sacred record, before or 
since the flood, under the Patriarchal, Jewish or Chris- 
tian dispensation, like that of the first-day sabbath, if 
it be one. The case of sacrifices is not similar to it. 
Abraham, Jacob dnd Job, were ordered by the Divine 
Being to ofier sacrifices. [See Genesis, chapters, xv, 
xxii, and xxxv. and Job, ch. xlii.] The divine institu- 
tion of sacrifices among the Jews is manifest. As to 
the Patriarchs before the time of Abraham, and the 
Gentiles who were cotemporary with them, a divine 
institution, if not imparted by the blessed God imme- 
diately to themselves, could be known to them only 
through the medium of traditionary revelation ; there 
being then no written revelation. The apostles are 
never said in the New Testament to have received a di- 
vine order for consecrating the first day, (the contin- 
gent and temporary act of pious benevolence, enjoin- 
ed on certain churches to be performed privately on 
thflfrday, is not an order for consecrating the day,) and 
there is no necessity for trusting to tradition on the sub- 
ject, since written revelation was then in existence. In 
each of these respects the case of the first day is total- 
ly dissimilar to that of sacrifices. It does not follow that 
the ancients before the time of Abraham sacrificed 
without the divine authority, from our not being in- 
formed of it, when it does not concern us to know. But 
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it does concern us to know the ground of the first day's 
clafm. 

The observers of the first day, however, do not ad- 
mit universally the want of direct evidence to prove its 
divine claim to be the weekly sabbath. Some have con- 
sidered Hebrews iv. 10. in the light of a divine precept 
for its weekly sanctification. But the word in the pre- 
ceding verse which is translated resty though it signifies 
keeping a sabbath, does not mean keeping one on 
earth, but keeping one in heaven. It ^' remaineth, for 
the people of God ;" it is now possessed by them, asr 
it would be were the weekly sabbath intended : and 
they '^ enter into it" now, only because they shall as 
certainly have it, as if they had it already, and because 
grace is the evidence, the beginner, and the foretaste, 
of glory. The pronoun he, who is said to have ^* en- 
tered into his rest as God did into his," is not the sub- 
stitute for Christ, whose name had never been mention- 
ed, but for people in the preceding verse, which in 
the original is in the singular number, as well as mas- 
culine, who, whether taken individually or collectively, 
when they have entered into their rest, will as certainly 
have ^^ ceased from their work," or, as the apostle John 
has it, " rest from their labour," « as God did from his." 
This isi^true in point of fact; and as to the honour of 
being thus compared to God appearing to a learned and 
pious writer (Dr. Owen) to be infinitely too great for a 
common saint, and an objection being made to the 
foregoing comment on that account, it is no more than 
what is done in other passages of Scripture, in which 
the apostles are represented as ^^ working together with 
him," that is, with God, and in which the Philippians 
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«re commanded to ^^ work out their own salvation wicb 
fear and trembling/' it being God that " worked in 
them both to will and to do of his good pleasure." In 
shorty the inspired writer to the Hebrews having had 
occasion to quote Gen. ii. 2^ 3. in order to explain a 
verse in Psalm xcv. takes advantage of the quotation 
to give a new illustration of the happiness which every 
true believer has in prospect. In this he does no more 
than what is common with^the sacred writers. There is 
not the least appeara. ice, through the whole of thepa»- 
sagCy of his at all having the first day in contemplation, 
or of his intending to transfer the weekly sabbath to it. 
Both the beginning and the termination of the argu- 
ment contained in the first and eleventh verses show 
that his sole object was to enforce on the minds of the 
Hebrew Christians the necessity that there was for 
perseverance in their holy profession, in order to final 
success.* 

I proceed now to the consideration of the indirect 
evidence by which the divine claim of the first day to 
$anctification is attempted to be supported. It is plead* 
ed for this purpose, that certain miraculous and benefi- 
cial events took place on this day — ^such as our Lord's 
resurrection — his repeated appearance to his disciples — 
his blessing them — and his sending down the Holy 
Ghost. Now taking all this for granted, do these occur- 
rences themselves render the day on which they hap- 

^ In point of fact, our Lord, having «* ceased from the work** 
•f redemption, did not enter into his rest on Sunday, but either 
on Friday, according to his words to the converted malefactor^ or 
on Thursdayj when he " ascended on liigh." 
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]»ened the weekly sabbath, or prove it to be such ? 
Great and beneficial as they certainly were, I confess I 
can see nothing in them to warrant such an inference, in 
the absence of a divine declaration to that effect. Ma- 
ny supernatural and happy events took place among 
the Jews ; and on occasion of some of them, particu- 
larly that of the Passover, certain days were kept sa- 
cred, and called sabbaths: but none of them was thus 
distinguished without a divine command peremptorily 
given for that purpose; neither did any of them super- 
sede the weekly sabbath, or transfer the sanctification 
of it to a different day. But it has been said, that though 
the events under consideration have not the sanction 
spoken of for consecrating the first day, yet they ought 
to be regarded as signs that the day was intended by 
Christ henceforth to be the weekly sabbath, in the same 
manner as soldiers light upon -their gen.eral's giving 
the signal for battle, without his actually telling them 
to do so. It should be recollected, however, that the* 
soldiers would not act thus, if they did not know from 
the general custom of war, or from a particular com- 
munication made to them in the course of their train- 
ing, that they were to understand the sign in this sense. 
Whether the expression " Lord's day" (Rev. i. 10.) is 
thus to be considered in the case before us, shall be ex- 
amined in the proper place. I wish only to observe, 
at present, that without such a communication from 
Inspiration, the events themselves neither imply nor 
prove such a design on the part of Christ. . 

No doubt remarkable events, especially if they are 
of a mournful or joyous nature, will for a certain peri- 

71 
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od occur to the recollection of the individuals^ faroilies^ 
or nations, interested in them, with the weekly and an- 
nual returns of the days on which they happened. 
On these occasions, the parties will remember with 
suitable emotions the particulars of them, converse at 
length about them with all who are concerned in them 
like themselves, and if pious characters, ^ make peciK 
liar mention of them in their prayers." But the week* 
]y remembrance will soon wear away, and the annual 
one will probably not extend beyond the second or 
third generation, even should children not wholly lose 
the impressions of remarkable occurrences in the his- 
tory of their parents, so feelingly and frequently relat- 
ed to them. A body of people, or a nation, deeply 
interested in some events, may recollect them at a 
stated time for centuries : but the remembrance is al- 
ways annual, not weekly ; it relates to the day of the 
month, not the day of the week } and in these, as also 
in the former cases, the subject occupies the thoughts, 
the conversation and the conduct, only a part or parts, 
and not the whole pf the day. The religious days of 
human appointment sometimes,^ though seldom, recur 
weekly : but though regard is then paid to the day of 
the week, and not to theday of the nK>mb, as whea 
they are annual, (Easter Sunday excepted,) yet they 
are not kept sacred for twenty-four hours together, im* 



* Among the Roman CathoUuy it is well knowa that Friday 
is observed as a fast-day; and it appears firom the *< Magdehurgp 
Centuries," and from Lucius's ** £cclesiasticai History," that> 
the Greek and Latin Churches obsenred the seventh day, the for- 
mer as a festival, and the latter as a fast. 
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less nominally^ and by means, perhaps, of abstinence 
from particular kinds of food and labour. 

The apostles, as men, could not be wholly stran- 
gers to those recollections, or tq the making those re-* 
marks* among their connexions, which are common to 
all mankind during a certain period at least, on the re- 
turn of days oh which singular and interesting events 
happened— especially since the events which hap^ 
pened to them were supernatural, and of everlast- 
ing and universal concern. But how often their im- 
pressions recurred, and how they manifested them^ 
cannot be known from the events themselves. Great 
and interesting as the events were, the apostles were 
less likely to be struck by the return of the days on 
which they took place than we should be under present 
circumstances, because they were used to such occur- 
rences, were themselves frequently the instruments of 
producing extraordinary and beneficial events, and 
were in the daily habit of studying, propagating, and 
improving, those which are now the subject of discus- 
sion. Be this as it may^ so far as can be judged from 
common experience and observation,' there is not the 
least reason to think that any one of these events would 
lead the apostles to keep or institute a new weekly sab- 
bath without a divine command for that purpose, or 
that we ought to understand them as having done sp, 
in the absence of information from their writings.* 

^ The mMtingf at Troas, (Acts zz. 7.Jtit moi?t only resembles 
a nligioos festival of human appointment, in which only a part 
of the day is kept. The meeting, however, is not said to have 
taken pUee on tiiat day, as the weekly return of the day on which 
Christ rose. There is nothing said about the re8UiTection> nor 
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AVere it true that any day on which a great and 
good event happened ought to be kept as a weekly sab- 
bath by the apostles and by succeeding Christians with- 
out a divine communication, provided the day could be 
ascertained, more days than the first day would be en- 
titled to that honour. It is known that our Lord suf- 
fered on a Friday, and that he ascended on a Thurs- 
day.* Ills crucifixion, though a mournful event, was 

any extraordinary joy or thanksgiving on account of that event,' 
as might have been expected, it being the first meeting of the 
kind that is noticed. Nothing more is said to have taken place 
at it, than what is stated (Acts ii. 46.) to have taken place every 
day. No repetition of it is ever mentioned. 

* The generally prevailing opinion that our Lord was crucified 
on Friday, arose on Sunday, and ascended on Thurscfay, seems 
to be followed by the author here and in other parts of this work; 
considering, that those events happening on those days, cannot 
effectually support the claims made in their favour for religious 
regard. But since the principal claim of the first day of the 
week, as the weekly sabbath, is predicated upon the presumption 
that it was the resurrection day, it would be proper to look for a 
confirmation of it in the writings of the Evangelists who have 
recorded the event. From their account, it appears, that our 
Lord was crucified on the preparation of the Passover, John xiz. 
14. The day that followed was the feast of the Passover, and, 
the scriptures favour the opinion, that the annual sabbath of the 
Passover was intended, and not the weekly sabbath. St John 
calls this sabbath an high day, v. Slat, which appears to be a 
more appropriate term to designate the Paschal sabbath, (which 
was the greatest day iiwlhe year with the Jews,) than the 
weekly sabbath. St. John evidently intended to be understood, 
that the day he was speaking of, was different from the common 
weekly sabbath. Again, St Matthew, in speaking of this day, 
calls it ** the day that fottawed the pr^oarcdwn^** aod not the 



/ 
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no less necessary^ beneficial, and extraordinary, than 
his resurrection ; and his ascension was an event which, 
beside being no less joyous, was more publicly trium- 
phant, and completed his glory. Yet what Christian 



sahbath; which, I think, is without a parallel in the scripturet, 
where the weekly sahbath is intended. Thus it appears very un- 
eertain, from any information the Evangelists give us, which 
day of the week Christ was crucified. In the account given of 
the resurrection, it is not asserted, either directly or indirectly, 
which day of the week be arose; but that he rose as he taid^ 
Matt, xxviii. 6. In Mark xvi. 9*' early the first day of the 
toeeky* is intended to state the time of Christ's appearance to 
Mary Magdalene, and not of his resurrection. The most partic- 
ular and definite prediction which our Lord gave of his resurrec- 
tion, is Matt. xii. 40. where he declares he would be three days 
and three nights in the heart of the earth. There is nothing in 
the scriptures which would lead us to conclude that this prediction 
Was not literally fulfilled. And we are led the more confidently 
to expect its literal accomplishment, as it was given as a sign 
to the Jews of his being the Messiah. If then, we take the ac- 
count of his interment, as given by the Evangelists, in which all 
Christians agree, viz. that he died about the ninth hour, i. e. 
about three o'clock, P.M. and was buried before the day closed, 
and admit that his prediction was fulfilled; he must have arisen 
at the same time of the day, and three days and three nights af- 
ter he was interred Consequently, the account which states, 
that he was crucified on Friday, and arose on Sunday, cannot be 
correct, as one day and two nights only intervened. Neither 
could he have arisen on Sunday morning, as is generally suppos- 
ed, nor on the morning of any other day, but at the same time of 
the day in which he was interred. Admitting, therefore, that 
*< the first day of the week" mentioned by the Evangelists, is 
a correct translation from the original, which, however, is very 
far from being a literal translation, it is deducible almost to a 
certaiioty, that Christ rose from the dead on the Sabbatb» or le- 
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now pretends that the apostles kept, or that he himself 
is obliged to keep, either of then) weekly, like the an- 
cient weekly sabbath?* 

But it will perhaps be said, that not only one, but 
more than one, great and good event happened on the 
first day, as also that the meeting of Christ with his 
disciples occurred repeatedly on this day ; and that on 
these accounts it merited the high distinction of sacred 
regard much more than the others. Could both these 
particulars be proved, I can see nothing more in such 
a coincidence and repetition, in the absence of a di- 
vine injunction, than the same tendency to procure for 
the return of the day the recollections And notices 

Tenth day, and not on the first day of the week. The declara- 
tion of St. Matthew concerning the visit of Mary to the sepul- 
chre, also, corroborates this opinion: " In the end of the sabbath 
as it began to dawn towards the first day of the week," &e. 
Now, I believe, it is generally conceded that previous to tha 
days of our Saviour, and for several centuries afterwards, the eve- 
ning following the seventh day, from the setting of the sun» or 
twilight, was invariably reckoned a part of the first day, and so of 
the other days; consequently, the sabbath could not have been 
protracted beyond that time. Dr. Brown, in giving an *< Ab- 
stract of particulars concerning the sabbath as they existed in the 
days of our Saviour," says, ** as the sun was supposed to be set, 
and the sabbath consequently ended, they prolonged the enjoy- 
ment by washing their hands and beginning the supper of the 
FIRST DAT OF THE WEEK in the usuul toay ; which being fin- 
ished, they parted witihing each other a good week." Brown's 
Antiq. vol. i. p. 493 — Am, Pub. 

* Friday and Thorsdaj', 'though not necessary to be named, 
as the first day was, to show the accomplishment of a prediction, 
yet had religious acts as solemn performed on them as the first 
day had; and no less publicly and frequently See Acts ii. 46. 
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annually rather than weekly, for a certain period, 
which I have already mentioned.* Without such an 
injunction, there is nothing at all in them to suggest 
to the mind of an apostle, or of any one else, the idea 
that the day distinguished by them was henceforth to 
be sanctified — and that wholly and weekly. With res- 
pect to increased tendency to procure regard for the 
day, the coincidence and repetition in question 
could avail nothing : for though the days on which the 
incidents respectively happened went by the same 
name, they did not happen on the same day, and there- 
fore could not reasonably be commemorated on the 
9ame day of the week, but annually on the days of the 
months on which they severally took place. 

But I must now observe, that neither the repetition 
nor the coincidence is so extraordinary or so incontro- 
vertible as is commonly imagined. No one thinks, I 
believe, that the disciples met together the evening of 
the day on which Christ rose, as supposing the day to 
have become the weekly sabbath, on account of that 



com 
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event, ^nsidering that it was still uncertain whether 
an event' so extremely interesting to them had taken 
place, or would take place, it would have been strange 



* The Fathers describing the fint day as a festival, not as a 
sabbath — Uie canons and decrees coupling it with the saints^ 
days— and the partial manner in which it was generally if not 
vniversallir observed before the time of the Puritans, exactly cor^ 
lespond with the ideas that have been thrown out concerning re- 
collections and celebrations merely human. The keeping it an- 
nually rather than weekly is indeed extraordinary, but not unpar- 
alleled, since as before observed, the Boman Catholics keep Fri- 
day in this maimer. 



156 Claim of the First Day 

if they had let the day on which they had understood 
that it was to happen, pass without pneeting on one 
part of it or on another. As to our Lord's visiting 
and blessing them on that occasion, nothincf was more 
likely than that a person of bis benignity would take 
the earliest opportunity of calming' their solicitude, 
and of converting the extraordinary sorrow they had 
lately experienced into as extraordinary joy, by giving 
them peculiar marks of his favour, and opening the 
most noble and exhilarating prospects to their view. 
No one can justly imagine that incidents so natural, 
however singular and beneficial, either render the day 
sacred, or prove an intention on the part of Christ, to 
sanctify the weekly return of it, in the absence of all 
information to that effect. 

If it is asked, in reply. If there was no such inten- 
tention, how happened it that a second meetinc^ took 
place on the following first day ? I answer by asking, 
in my turn, Is it so uncommon, then, when a meeting 
separates, to adjourn to that day week ? To infer any 
intention to attach future sacredness to the day from 
that circumstance, is, in my opinion, begging the 
question.* This would be true, were it absolutely cer- 



• Whatever day the expression (John xx. 26) " after eifrht 
days*' refers to, however the disciples came to 6x on it, or what- 
ever the object of the meeting was, it does not appear that they 
met by the order of Christ, that he promised to be with them, or 
that they expected him. To satisfy and improve the doubts of 
Thomas concerning the reality of the resurrection seems to have 
been our Lord's sole object in coming. Nothing can be inferred 
•oncerning the sacred character of the day itself, from the meet- 
ing being held on it, because there bad been a meeting betwe«a 
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tain that the disciples who met eight days after the 
first meeting, met on the sunday following. Notwith- 
standing, however, the ingenuity and learning of Dr. 
Wallis, and even the solidity^ in some degree, of his 
reasooing in defence of this interpretation, I cannot 
admit that it is conclusive. It would not have been 
known that our Lord was circumcised on the ^^ eighth 
day," and not till '^ eight days" were literally accom- 
phshed, if the sacred writer had not told us so. The 
^< three days and the three nights" during which our 
Lord was to ^^ be in the heart of the earth," turned out 
to be only parts of three days;* but prophecy seldom 

that which took place on the day Christ rose, and that which was 
held <* eight days after;'* at which iotennediate meetiDg Thomas, 
who was not present at the former one, expressed to his fellow 
disciples the doubts before mentioned. In short, circumstanced 
as the dlflciplea were, it might be expected that they would meet 
on more days than one in a week; and why should it be thought 
extraordinary that two of these meetings fell on the same ds^ of 
different weeks, (supposing it to be a fact that they did so,) rather 
than on different days? 

* See note, page 152. 

I am apt to think, that if, after our Lord's prediction, that he 
would remain " three days and three nights in the heart of the 
earth," it had so turned out that he lay no longer than from Fri- 
day evening till, *' very early in the morning," sunday, the Jews 
would have been very apt to doubt the truth of his prophecy, and 
conseimeDtly the reality of his mission. I cannot, therefore, 
agree with the author, that in this case, (whatever may be said 
of others,) the prophecy of our Lord does not possess the accu- 
racy of history ; but if, as he seems to think there \a some little 
want of agreement in this transaction, I must incline to the opin- 
ion> ihnX w^ see to look for the iaacuracy in the history rather 

o 
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possesses the accuracy of history : and though the 
Jews requested Pilate to *^ make the sepulchre" in 
which the body of Christ lay ^< sure" only till the third 
day, It could not be known beforehand that he would 
rise at the beginning of the third day ; and it would 
have been imprudent, considering their object, to re- 
inove the guard prior to the complete termination of the 
three days. There is no evidence that the phrase ^'af* 
ter eight days" would have been exchanged for anoth-> 
er, if whole days of twenty-four hours each had been 
incontrovertibly intended, or that this was not the real 
meaning of the words in question. It does not follow 
that the Jews understood certain expressions in a way 
difierent from their literal sense, because the Romans 
did, or that with the French they would say " eight 
days," when they meant what the English call ^^ this 
day se'nnight." When the evidence of a fact is merely 
circumstantial, as is the case of the first day's right by 
divine appointment to be the weekly sabbath, no cir- 
cumstance that is at all ambiguous can be admitted. 

It is not certain, therefore, that our Lord met with 
his disciples on the first day more than once. But even 
twice or thrice would bear but a small proportion to the 
number of times he must have been seen on other days, 



than the prophecy. But admitting the high day mentioned, 
John xix. 81. to mean some other day than the weekly sabbath, 
all those seeming difficulties and disagreements will vanish, and 
our Saviours' prediction, and the subsequent events of his death 
and resurrection, appear perfectly reconcilable and consistent, 
and save us the perplexity of making two nights and one day, 
answer for three days and three nights.— -./ffm. Pub* 
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m the course of the forty during which he was with 
them after his resurrection. 

Neither was his blessing them confined to his meet- 
ing with them on the first day $ for he blessed them al- 
so on the fifth^ay of the week — on a Thursday^ the 
day of his ascension. 

In fine^ confidently as it has been affirmed that the 
day of Pentecost, on which the Holy Ghost descended 
upon the apostles, was Sunday^ the same day of the 
week on which our Lord rose, I cannot say that this is 
nay opinion, any more than that it is the opinion of 
many others. The fiftieth day from the day of the 
resurrection, including that day, would fall on a Sun- 
day: but the -day of Pentecost in question, was the 
day which the Jews called by that name; and that 
being the fiftieth day after the first .day of unleavened 
bread, the feast kept on account of the Passover must 
have fallen, the year our Saviour was crucified, on the 
sixth or seventh day of the week.* 

The result is, that the repetition and coincidence 
of great and happy events on the first day are not prov- 
ed, and that that day was no more remarkable for 
ihem than certain other days were. Christ died for our 



* Dr. Brown admits that Pentecost fell this year on Saturday, 
and quotes Lightfoot's Commentaries on Acts, chap. ii. in confir- 
mation; but thinks it was *' after sun-set, or on the beginning of 
the Christian Sabbath, when the Holy Ghost probably descend- 
ed." But it seems he has strangely overlooked the testimony of 
Peter, who, after ** they were all filled with the Holy Ghost, 
and began to speak with other tongues," declares it to have beeu 
*< but the third hour of the day," or nine o'clock in the morn- 
ing.— wSm. Pub, 
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sins on a Friday ; and though he blessed his disciples 
as well as rose from the dead on a Saoday^ yet he alia 
blessed them on a Thursday, and on the same day <' as- 
cended on high, led captivity captive, received gift» 
for men, spoiled principalities and powers, and made 
a show of them openly." There is no more tendency 
in the resurrection to constitute Sunday a weekly sab- 
bath, or to prove it to be one, than there is in the cm- 
oifixion or in the ascension to make or prove the days 
on which they respectively happened, weekly sabbaths* 
^o doubt an intimation from a sacred writer that this 
was the will of God would amply supply the want of 
tendency with respect to either of these days. Wheth- 
er or no any intimation of this kind occurs in other 
parts of the New Testament, will be considered after- 
wards. There is nothing of that nature in the passages 
that have been already examined. 

The next circumstance urged in favour of the di«> 
vine authority of the first day, is Acts xx. 7* The 
apostle Paul, with his companions, spent, it seems, se- 
ven days at Troas. What they did on the six form- 
er days, including the seventh day of tlie week, is not 
stated. But if not passed wholly in missionary labours, 
of which there is no mention at all, they must have 
passed in religious meetings and acts among the Chris- 
tians themselves, in which it is incredible that the Lord's 
Supper should not have been observed more than once^ 
considering Acts ii. 46. It appears, however, that 
" on the first day of the week,'' (the last day of the 
seven,) "when the disciples came together'' [the dis- 
ciples being assembled together] « to break bread, 
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Paul preached to them."* It is not said whethier this 
<^ breaking bread" was a common meal w hich they had 
together as friends, the apostle being about to take his 
leave of them, or whether it was the Lord's Supper; 
whether the meeting was incidental,t or stated ; wheth- 
er they had a sermon only because the apostle was 
there to preach it, or whether they would have had 
one, if he had oot been there. Allowing, however, 
for the present, these questions to be determined in the 
way most favourable to the title of the first day, I can 
admit nothing more than that every thing done on this 
eccasioB was perfectly consistent with such a title, (sup- 
posing the title to have been already proved,) and that 
Christians are fully at liberty, if they please, to meet 
and to perform sinfilar acts on the same day of the 
week. But the facts themselves will by no means 
prove that it is their duty to do so on it, or the title ia 
question. Acts of public worship are lawful on any day; 
and they are too commonly and even statedly per- 
formed on week days to warrantor even to give rise to 



. * On the days kept as the weekly sabbaths, when it is propos- 
ed to annex the Lord's Supper to the other branches of public 
worship, it is not usual to state the celebration of that ordinance 
as the object of the meeting, as if it was the sole or at least the 
grand one. 

t The diseiplea are not said to have come together eu usuat^ 
though there is no mention of such a meeting having taken 
place before. In Acts xvii. 1, 2. we are informed that Paul went 
into a synagogue of the Jews; as his manner was; though 
it might have been presumed that he did so without such infpr*' 
mation. 
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any one's thinking that those days are sacred^rauch Ie$9 
that they are weekly sabbaths— even in the view of the 
persons engaged in them. If the acts under consider-* 
ation had been done on the fifth day (the day of the 
ascension) instead of the first day, I imagine that no 
one would have thought that the acts thenaselves con* 
ferred a sacred character on the day-^that the perform* 
ance took place in consequence of the day's bearing 
this character— H>r that the performance proved that it 
was intended to bear this character^ in the abeMsnce of 
all information to this effect. 

It is true, to celebrate the Lord's Supper on a day 
different from that which is thought by the administra- 
tor and communicants to be the weekly sabbath is not 
common in modern times ; but there are instances of 
it in our time, nor did our Lord or his apostles confine 
the celebration to the sabbath. There was, in short, 
nothing more done by the disciples and the apostle 
Paul at Troas, than was done by the disciples at Jeru«- 
salem every day, including the seventh day. [See 
Acts ii. 46.] Some, however, have thought that the 
sacred historian would not have named the day when 
this meeting was held, had he not meant to convey 
the idea that it took place on the weekly sabbatb. 
"Why," say they, "did he not express it," "And on 
the liisi of these days," if he had not this intention ?— 
Whatever this intention was, (if he had any in particu- 
lar,) it could not be that which has been attributed to 
him ; for if it had, he would have written to this ef- 
feet — " And on the first day of the week, being now 
the weekly sabbath," &c. ) there having been no no*- 
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tice of such a change before.* Had the sacred writer 
expressed himself ^^ on the last of these days/' instead 
of ^^ on the first day/' one of the clauses following^ 
namely, ^' ready to depart on the morrow/' would have 
been superfluous. 

I do not see why it should be thought more neces* 
sary to account for the historian Luke's telling us the 
day of the week on which the meeting at Troas was 
held, than for his telling us the number of days dur- 
ing which the apostle staid there. He assigns no reas« 
on for the latter any more than for the former. Had 
it been of any consequence for us to know, he would 



* Though the apostles Paul and Baraabas staid a whole year 
at Antioch in Syria, {Acts si.] and seven days at Tyre, [Acts sxi.] 
there is no mention of any religious meeting or act, whether 
private or public, among the Christians, on the first day — much 
less is there any intimation that this day was now to be the week" 
]y sabbath. This is the more remarkable, as the change, if it 
took place at all, must have been very recent when the apostlee 
were at Antioch; and the circumstance of the Christians' having 
been first called t^ that name at that place, furnished the fairest 
opportmiity for noticing the new sabbath, which had never yet 
been noticed. The absence of extraordinary events, indeed, at 
the meetings, whether at Antioch or at Tyre, might in itself oc« 
easion the silence of the sacred writer concerning the first day, 
as well aa concerning the seventh day. But though there waa 
no necessity for noticing the observance of an institution known 
to have been long established, which there was no ground fbr 
thinking would be repealed, and the repeal of which had never 
been stated, (without such a statement, however, there was no 
reason to suppose that it had taken place,) when nothing: occur* 
red at It bat what was ordinary, yet there was such a necessity 
in the case of a new institution, (provided there waa ODe^) which 
still remained to be meotioaed for the first time. 
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no doubt have told us. But the defect in the narrative 
ought not to be supplied by a conjecture that begs the 
question at issue.* 

For these reasons, I cannot consider the meeting 
at Troasy held once during a part of the first day^t 
the object proposed, the transactions at it, or the per- 
sons concerned in them, separately or conjointly, as 
constituting the first day a weekly sabbath, or proving 
it to be one. To justify such ^n idea, it is requisite that 
the sacred writer should intimate that the incident took 
place either in consequence of xhe day's being the 
weekly sabbath, or to dhow that it was intended to be 
80 considered in future. Otherwise, how could this be 
possibly known, since, as I have shown, nothing either 
said or done prior to this afiair conveys any such idea ; 
and there is nothing in the afiair itself that authorizes 
any such conclusion.} It does not follow, therefore, 

* Had the namtiva ia Acts xx. 7. &c. followed that ia Actf 
u. 46. no one could have attached importance to the mention of 
the firat day;— 'Why should any be attached to it 'now ? 

t There in no information how the disciples at Troae, and the 
apostle, spent the rest of that day: much less is there any ac- 
count how the Christians in other places spent any part of it, or 
how any of them employed either the preceding or subsequent 
Sundays. ¥et such information is absolutely necessary in a 
case where a new sabbath is to be proved by apostolic ex- 
ample. 

t Let it not be asked, If the disciples and the apostle did 
not keep the first day, what day did they keep? An answer has 
been already returned to this question, in the last Chapter. 
Were it even proved that the seventh day sabbath was repealed, 
and that they did not keep that, it would hot follow that they 
kept another day. That one day in seven must be kept is no 
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from what the disciples and the apostle did on that 
day, that everj Christian is obliged to do the same : 
it only follows that it is lawful for him to do so— a 
discovery which he might have made without the assist- 
ance of revelation. The observations that have been 
made would have been true, had the meeting and trans- 
actions, or at least religion, occupied the whole day, 
and weekly; but there is no evidence that they occu^ 
pied more than some hours of tlie day, or that they 
ever took place more than this single time. 

The justice of the observations respecting this cel- 
ebrated passage receives confirmation from the fact, 
that we^HMild have known nothing of the meeting on 
the first day, nor of what passed at it, had it not been 
for the miracle relative to Eutychus. The narrative is 
given, not on account of the meeting, and the religious 
transactions at it, but for the sake of communicating 
the supernatural event. It is incredible that this would 
have been done, had it been the design of Luke to 
show by this meeting, and the religious acts perform- 
ed at it, that the first day was now the weekly sabbath. 
Since nothing was either said or done, as recorded in 
the sacred writings, before, to convey the idea— an 
idea, too, so very important, it might be expected that 
he would have told us of the meeting and transactions 
taking place on some other first day, when no such 



/ 
^dierwiia a Scriptural doctrine, than as the day was named \^ 

the BleMcd God. If that day is repealed, the obligation to keep 

any day ceaies with it, except there be anothe^ institution. 

That the firet day was instituted at the time when the meeting 

•t Treat took place^ is the point to be proved. 
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miracle was perfonned ; and instead of the miracle, 
have informed us of the meeting and treDsactions hav- 
ing taken place in consequence of the new institution 
by divine authwity. A fact may indeed sometimes be 
told indirectly and incidentally, and the evidence of 
its tftth be the stronger on that account ; but no wise, 
equitable, and benevolent legtslati 
sul^ects to chance for the discc 
bis, the neglect of which might si 
penalties. Least of all ought it ti 
Divine Legislator would do so; nc 
of it to be found in any other part 
even here. The facts tliusindirec 
us are, that the disciples did once meet together on the 
first day, for the purpose of " breaking bread," and 
that Paul preached to them. This information would 
be importaot, if any doubt existed that these acts were 
lawful on a Sunday as well as on other days. But the 
point at issue is, not whether Cliristians mat/, but 
whether they mutt perform and attend public worship 
on Sunday — on every Sunday— and devote the whole 
day to religion in one way or in another. Of these 
new and important facts, there is no information in 
the texts indirectly and incidentally, any more than 
directly and purposely. 

The next passage produced as indirect evidence of 
the first day's claim to be the weekly sabbath by divine 
authority, occurs 1 Cor. xvi. 1,3, In this text, the 
apostle Paul gives commandment to the Christians 
composing the church at Coriiuh, as he had done be- 
fore to those that composed the churches of Galatia, 
for " every one on the first day of the week to lay by 
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him'' in store^as God had prospered him, for the bene- 
fit of the poor saints, <' that there be no gatherings," 
^adds the apostle^ ^^ when I come/' The act here com- 
manded to be done on the first day was no doubt an 
act of piety, as well as of benevolence. But the evi- 
dence afibrded by this text of the fact which it is brought 
to prove is of no weight, on nearly the same accounts 
as that supposed to be afibrded by the last text was* 
An act of pious charity is as proper for a week-day as 
for a sabbath, and I believe as frequently performed on 
the one as on the other. It might be performed only 
one Sunday ; at any rate, it could not be repeated 
more than a limited number of weeks* It was enjoin- 
ed only on some churches, not on all. The order 
through which we become acquainted with the act, and 
the day when it was to take place, would not have been 
given, had it not been for the incidental poverty of the 
saints. Above all, there is no intimation that the first 
day was appointed for the purpose on account of its 
being now the weekly sabbath, or intended to be prov- 
ed such by this injunction, though no intimation of the 
institution had been ever thrown out before.* 

Here it will be asked, What could be the reason of 
thus performing and enjoining religious acts on this 
day, and on no other, if not to intimate the institution 
in question ? Why should they take place repeatedly on 



* There is the same want of information here, concerning a 
variety of particulars, most important in proving the existence of 
anew sabbath by apostolic example, and the practice of the first 
Christians, which was stated relative to the meeting at Trots. — 
See J\rote, p. 194. 
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it? — I answer, that it lias already been made to ap- 
pear, from Acts ii. 46. that religious acts were by no 
means confined by Christians among themselves to the 
first day, not even that act which is usually held to be 
the most solemn one. The repetition/ spoken of as so 
remarkable, is the smallest possible ; and the pious act ' 
to be performed by the believing GaiaUans and Corin- 
thians, is very different from those acts which were 
performed at Troas, and least a£ all calculated to sog* 
gest the idea that the day on which it was to be per- 
formed was the sabbath. As to the day selected by the 
apostle for this act of pious benevolence being the same 
with that on which the meeting at Troas is stated to 
have been held, I may ask, in my turn, Could not 
such m coincidence exist, without its arising from the 
day's being the weekly sabbath ? Are there no instan- 
ces in which religious acts are now performed, and or- 
dered to be performed, on the same day in different 
weeks, and for a series of weeks, too, though the 
day be not the sabbath, nor thought by any one 
to suggest the idea of a sabbath ? If this happens 
frequently in modem times, why might it not hap- 
pen fiNT once in the time of the apostles ? There is 
oothtng singular in the religious acts which took 
place on the first day in different weeks, expect 
the celebration of the Lord's Supper, if, ^< breaking 
bread" means that, on one of them, which, though not 
common on a week-day in this age, might be very com- 
mon in the first age of Christianity. In Jerusalem, 
the act took place every day. (See Acts ii. 46.) In 
short, since the apostle has not assigned his reason for 
selecting the same day of the week oo which he 
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preacbed at Troas, for the act of pious benevolence 
under discussiony coi\|ecittre, as I said in anotfa<tr case^ 
cannot be allowed to supply the defect, by begging the 
question at issue. 

I cannot, however, quit the. coincidence that has 
been noticed without remarkinis^, that far from won- 
dering at 'such a coincidence happening ibr once, we 
oaght rather to wonder (it seems to roe) that the coin- 
cidence did not happen oileo. The first day was the 
only day, I believe, at that time, except the seventh 
day, that had its appropriate name* . This distinction it 
probably obtained in order to enable the apostles, and 
^eir ^scipies to name the day on which our Lord rose 
(a day which they bad frequent occasion to mention) 
without circuinlocution, as was always done in speak* 
ing of any other week-day, and of this, too, prior to 
the great and happy event that took place on it. The 
first day, therefore, was a fitter day to be appointed for 
liie performance of any act, especially when it was to 
be performed by numbers, and these, too, situated in 
difierent countries, at the same time, than any other, 
because in the circular issued to give notice of the de- 
sign, the day would be designated more concisely, and 
with less iiableness to occasion neglect of the act 
through uncertainty of *the time.* This being the 
case, when we consider the multitude of occasions 



* The apostle's sole object in appointing a day for this private 
act seems to have been to secure a contribution weekly. Were 
that done, it mnde no difference to ^im on which day of the 
week it took place. He only nuned a day, lest by leaving it te 
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which the Christians^ as well as other bodies of {yeo- 
pie, probably had for fixing and giving notice of cer- 
tain days for private and public purposes, it is more sur- 
prising that the first day is not mentioned often, than 
that that it should be noticed twice in the history of the 
apostles. 

It may now be asked, Why did not the apostle 
appoint the seventh day for the act, since that had an 
appropriate name, as well as the-other.?—- I reply, that 
as the act was to be founded upon ascertaining the 
earnings of the preceding week, it is evident that the 
apostle could only choose the end of that week after la- 
bour was completed, or the beginning of the next before 
it was resumed. But before I proceed further, it wiU 
be necessary to consider the nature of the act more ful- 
ly, as also the circumstance that must have preceded 
it. 

The act of pious benevolence under discussion was 
merely a private one. Every one was to " lay by him 
in store as God had prospered him.'' It is not said that 
individuals were to carry their respective sums to a 
particular place in order to their being deposited in 
a common receptacle, as is done in our time when pub- 
itc collections are made in places of worship; nor is 
there occasion for such a supposition. It is not even 
iiinted that there was any place of worship open for 
them to carry the money to ; and it does not follow, 
from the disciples at Troas having met once on the first 



be done any day, it should not be done at all. The weekly 
contributions, too, would probably aecure an amount more cefi^ 
siderable than if tbey had been appointed to be monthly. 
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4layy that those at other places met on every first day, 
or even oa ooe. The ^ gatherings/' which the apos- 
tle wished to prevent ^< when he came" need not to be 
understood of those which are made by going ^^ from 
iiouse to house," (a practice to which the apostle was ac- 
customed,) but of public g^herings .which are attended 
with great anxiety on the part of those who are to pro- 
cure them, and are oilen even, deficient in their amount 
through the non-attendance of those tliat should con** 
tribute, or their ignorance that each ought to do what 
lie can, and no more— whether there are or are not 
more collections than one for the same object. There 
is, therefore, no ground for supposing more than the 
text states, namely, private acts b}' each member of 
the . church separately at his own residence, or in his 
own apartment. That the apostolic command for these . 
separate acts, which related only to some churches, aud 
which, however excellent in their nature and design, 
would themselves occupy only a few moments,* and 
which would be repeated but for a limited number of 
weeks at furthest, should be intended to constitute 
or prove the day appointed for their performance to be 
the weekly sabbath, when no such idea had ever been 
thrown out before, seems to me utterly incredible. 
Nor will its unsuitableness be removed, by connect- 
ing it with the former arguments; for each of 
them, upon examination, has been found equally irre<- 
levant. 



* Not the smallest hint is given that the rest of the day was to 
be employed in private or public acts of devotion. 
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But the circumstance most unfavourable to the sup* 
position just mentioned^ namely, the process that must 
have preceded it— -the estinrnte to betaken of the earn- 
ings of the preceding week, togetker with the calls, both 
certain and contingenti to be made upon them by pri* 
vate^domestic and other exigencefr-*an estimate which,, 
in the case of wealthy men of business, snch as many 
of the believing Corinthians no doubt were, and sach as 
were fittest fbr the apostle's purpose, might be long 
and complex. A secular process like diis, notwitb* 
standing its object and issue, does not seem veiy pn^ 
per for a sabbadi. It has been said, indeed,, that the 
process might have taken place the preceding day, and 
only the *^ laying by in store'' be practised on $he first 
day ; but the words of the text intimate no such dis- 
tinction of times for the two acts : it was most natural 
for the individual to go and I!iy the money by the rao«^ 
meat he had made up his mind how much it should be^ 
and the apostle gives him no caution against acting in 
this manner^ 

To return to the question, why .the apostle shoukK 
appoint the first day rather than the seventh. What^^ 
ever his reason was, he does not appear to have given 
the first day the preference on account df his thinking 
that the act he was enjoining— especially when taken 
in connexion with what it was natural should immedi* 
ately preoedfe it, and which the text affords ua no 
ground for supposing did not immediately precede it, 
was more fit for a sacred than for a secular day ; much 
less that it was fit for the former exclusively. Of 
course the invalidity of the indirect evidence hitherto 
adduced in favour of the first days's right to sanctificat 
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tion still continues. The text just dismissecl is even 
more remote from afTording matter to the purpose than 
the preceding one. 

The only part of the indirect evidence adduced in 
support of the first day sabbath that remains to be coo- 
sideredy is the expression << Lord's day/' Rev. i. 10. 
It is commonly understood to mean the first day, and 
that the new name was given to it in honour of Christ, 
who rose Ibom the dead on it; whence it is inferred 
that the weekly Sunday is sacred to himy and has be* 
come the weekly sabbath. 

The expression, no dotubt, has an appearance that 
commands respect and reverence. It seems likewise to 
imply something of considerable importance. But as it 
is new, and occurs nowhere else in Scripture, the sense 
just stated to be usually givea to it ought not to be ac- 
quiesced in without examination. There is nothing 
said in the context whidi throws the least light upon its 
meaning, and therefore, in order to explain it, recourse 
must be had to the other writinga of the apostle John, 
or to. those of his inspired brethren. 

The phrase seems v^i indicate a day that ispecu* 
liarly the Lord's, and which ought to be wholly devot- 
ed to him.. This sense of it, however, is not absolute* 
ly necessary, as will be noticed hereafter ; but let it be 
admitted for the present. What day, then, do the 
other parts of Scripture-^-particularly the New Testa- 
ment,^ represent as sacred? I know of no other to 
which the phrase can be a[^lied, excqpt the sevenUi 
day sabbath— especially if the day called ^^Lord'tf 
day" occurred weekly, as is commonly supposed. For 
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though part of each of the other days appear s o have 
been sometimes occupied in religious exercises, (pul>> 
licly; too, and <^ breaking bread'' not excluded,) and 
several hours once of the first day, these religious acts, 
even if they occurred weekly, (of which there is no 
proof,) do not fill a single day ; and it is a sacred day, 
not sacred kourwy or a sacred pari of a day, that is here 
sought after.* 

I know that it has been said that the Christians is 
the first age or ages could not meet at any other time 
of the day than in the evening after dark, or very ear- 
ly in the morning, through dread of their persecutors. 
This fear, however, is never assigned in the New Tes- 
tanient a» a reason for a nocturnal meeting of Chris- 
tians, except on the day of our Lord's resurrection, 
when the public feeling was peculiarly hostile to Christ 
and his followers. The meeting at Troas may as well 
be supposed to have taken place afler dark^ because 
the Christians who attended it were not at leisure till 
then on account of secular business, as for the other 
reason.! No other assemblies of Cbristiaiis, several of 
which are noticed by the sacred writers as meeting for 
religious purposes, if not for public worship, appear 
to have been at night. But admitting that the-fear of 

* Were the religious acts performed on different Sundays to 
be coniidered as performed on one and the same Sunday, tfa^ 
wouUI not by any means fill the horns in a day that are usually 
spent in business or enjoyment 

t The nocturnal meeting for prayer which Peter came to en 
his deliverance from prison by the angel was too extraordinary a 
case to be admitted as evidence of the general custom. 
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persecution prevented them from worshipping publicly 
on the first day, except after dark, or before sun-rise, 
8til^this would not obstruct the meeting of small par- 
ties in private houses for the worship of God ; and as 
we are not told that they did so meet, or how they spent 
the rest of the time, there is no proof that they ever 
devoted the whole of a single first day to religion. 
That there is no proof of the first day's not having 
been wholly spent in religion at Troas, for instance, 
will not warrant the drawing an inference from the un- 
proved supposition of its having been so spent. The 
notice here called for is indispensably necessary to the 
proof of its having ever been treated as sacred in a sin- 
gle instance, since it is never said to have been sancti- 
fied, as the seventh day was. 

If, therefore, the sense of Scripture is to be deter- 
mined in the same way that the sense of human writ- 
ings is determined, and the ^^ Lord's day" be suppos- 
ed to mean a sacred day, or a day spent in devotional 
acts, it can mean only the seventh day, there being no 
other described as sacred through the whole of the New 
Testament. 

I have already assigned my reasons for not allow- 
ing that nhe seventh day sabbath has been repealed, 
or that there are no religious acts stated to have 
been performed on it by Christians as Christians, or 
that the notice of such instances is requisite to the 
proof of an obligation continuing or to its being regard- 
ed, in the case of an institution that is known to have 
long existed, and been attened to. But were the con- 
trary ever so plain^ it would not follow that the Scrip- 
tures had ever represented Sunday to be a sacred day, 



r 
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and ihat therefore it was the only day which could be 
meant by the expression ^Lord's day.'' It would on- 
ly follow, from the disprovement of the qontinuance of 
the seventh day's claim, that no day now known war 
entitled to the honour. 

It is remarkable that our Lord did once attach his 
sacred title o£Lord to the seventh day 5 namely, when 
he said, ^ The Son of man is Lord also of the sabbath 
day." The phrase <^ sabb&th day" must refer to the 
seventh day ; for no one thinks that there was any oth- 
er sabbath at that time ; nor does our Lord distinguish 
any other day in this manner. There is indeed men- 
tion in Psalm cxviii. 24. of a day ^ which the Lord 
hath made ;" but it is as uncertain what day is referred 
to in that verse, as it is respecting the words under 
consideration. It miist not be inferred, because the 
verses preceding relate to Christ, that the verse follow- 
ing does the same. The day spoken of may be that 
of the great and happy event in the history of David 
which it is the immediate object of the Psalm to cele- 
brate* Or if it be one that occurs in the history of 
Christ, and not of David, yet the day on which it took 
place may as well be that of his ascension, [Thursday,] 
as that of his resurrection. Nor dofss it follow, fron» 
the day on which the event actudly happened being 
distinguished by some special mark of regard, that 
the weekly return of it is to be distinguished in lik^ 
manner.* 



* The tscred writsrs of the New Testtmenty in mentioiiing^ 
ihib first day, never speak ef it as a day that God had particular* 
/y mtde ; nor de Uiey eiifaer expressy or exhort otbiis to muuftst 
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The exclusive right, therefore^ of the seventh day to 
be accounted the day referred to in Rev. i. 10. suppoi- 
ing <^ Lord's day'' to nsean a sacred day^ seems to me to 
be incontrovertible. I may add, that there is nothing 
evangelical said or done on any other day of the week 
which may not be said or done on the seventh day-«*- 
the acts of noticing and improving our Lord's resur- 
fection included. The seventh day, too, is as proper 
for thinking of the ascension, as the day of the resur- 
rection is. The enly objection that can be made to it, 
namely, that it was never so called liefore, affects the 
claim of the first d^y, and of every other day, as much 
as it does that of the seventh day. On that very ac- 
count, however, I do not wish to assert its right to the 
appellation in question; nor does its .claim to sanctifi- 
cation since our Lord's resurrectioUj as well as before, 
in my opinion, need any such confirmation. The rea- 
sons have been stated. 

It is indeed taken for granted that the term ^^ Lord," 
in the disputed passage, refers to Christ, and therefore 
that the day called LoreT^ da$f must be a day on which 
something memorable in his history took place, and be 
sacred to him on that account. To confirm the truth 
of these assertions, it is urged that the epithet '^ Lord's" 
is the same in the original as the word used in the 
phrase ^^ Lord's supper," which is acknowledged on all 



any joy or gladness on account of the refurrectloD, or on any 
other account. In ecclesiastical history, St Barnabas, who- 
ever he wa9, ia the first person who says, *< We celebrate the 
eighth day with gladneas» on account of our Lord's resorrec* 
tion." 
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hands to be a service appropriated to Christ, and re- 
ferring peculiarly to him. But it should be considered, 
on the other hand, that the term ^^ Lord" is not given 
to Christ in the New Testament exclusively ; and that 
therefore, for aught that appears, it may in Rev. i. 10. 
be as reasonably applied to the Father, or to the Holy 
Spirit, or to the Divine Being in General, as to the 
Son. The word in the original might be used with as 
much propriety in those cases as in this.* Neither 
does it, follow, that << Lord's day" is a day devoted to 
Christ on account of something great and good relative 
to him happening upon it, from its being expressed by 
the same word in the original that ^< Lord's" is in the 
expression <' Lord's Supper," which, no doubt. Is ow- 
ing to him, and peculiarly his. The cases are too 
widely different by far to justify such an inference. 
The Lord's Supper was solemnly instituted by Christ. 
The time at which, and the circumstances under whichj 
he instituted it, are recorded by three of the Evangel- 
isu out of the four. The elements, the actions, the sig^ 
nification and design of both, the persons who were to 
be the communicants, and the period during which the 
ordinance was to continue in force, are all stated. In 
fine, the apostle Paul comments upon the institution at 
large, 1 Cor. xi. In none of these important particu- 
lars does the ^^ Lord's day" resemble the ^ Lord's Sup- 
per." If we had only the solitary phrase '^ Lord's 
Supper," I suppose we should treat it merely as a fig- 

* It would not be certain that the teim Lord in the phrsM 
Lord** supper meant Christ, were it not for the institution, and 
the apostolic comment upon it 
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urative representation of the gospel, with its beneficial 
effects on earth, and more especially in heaven. We 
should never think that any new institution was im- 
plied, or imagine that the rites which now distinguish 
it were to be performed. We should justly suppose 
that if the phrase contained an obligation to any pecu- 
liar observance, the obligation could not extend be- 
yond the believers who lived at the time when the 
phrase was written, as they alone could discover and 
ascertain its meaning. 

The ignorance and uncertainty merely imagined 
to exist relative to the expression " Lord*s Supper/' ac- 
tually attend us relative to that of "Lord's day.'* 
The terra <* Lord'' cannot be ascertained to refer to 
Christ ; and if it could, as also that the day in ques- 
tion was a day memorable, in his history for some great 
and happy event, it could not be known which day was 
intended, since Thursday and Friday were distinguish- 
ed by such events, as well as Sunday. There is no 
religious act peculiarly relative to Christ, stated to have 
been done on the first day, which is not stated to have 
been done on every day; nor is any act of religion at 
all represented as being done On the first day, because 
it was the first day, or the day of the resurrections- 
much less that it was filled with religious acts, and 
intended to be filled with them every weekly return, 
like a weekly sabbath. It is indeed named twice, when 
the others are not ; but though the reasons I have con- 
jectured for that, and for the preference given to the 
first day in one of the cases, may not be the true ones, 
the silence of Scripture is not to be compensated by beg- 
ging the question at issue. 
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I have hitherto' taken the general suppositioQ for 
granted, that *^ Lord's day'' signifies a day sacred dur- 
ing the twenty-four hours. But I most now observe, 
that cooid it even be known that the first day was de- 
signed l^the [Phrase, still it would be uncertain wheth- 
er it was not merely to be called henceforth by the 
name of ^ Lord's day" in honour of Christ, (as the Ro- 
man months Qutufi/ts and SexiUia were called JhUum 
and Augu&ttu in honour of those emperors,) or at most 
to be further distinguished, during a part of it, by some 
leligious acts peculiarly adapted to celebrate the day, 
and the glorious incident which took place on it. To 
neither of these questions do the Scriptures furnish an 
answer : for the religious meeting and service at Troas, 
on one Sunday evening, are not stated to have beea 
obligatory, or to have taken place on any such account 
as that under consideration. Much less are we told 
that the whole day was to be kept sacred, like a sab- 
bath, and that it was to return weekly. With respect to 
the last circumstance, so iar as can be judged irom what 
history, both sacred and profane, informs us was done 
in cases most^reserabling this, the return is annual, not 
weekly* 

I am aware that the term << Lord" has been thought 
sufficient to answer all the^e queries, and that a day 
which is emphatically ^< the Lord's" must in every part 
be sacted to him, and sacred as often as it returns, 
which it does every week. Admitting all this, the 
phrase does not answer the question which day it is* 
But the case before us is an unique^ and unparalleled ; 
and therefore it can only be determined by comparing 
it wkh the cases that are most similar to it in human, 
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tind more especially in divine writings. In human wrl*- 
tings and practice, snch an example may denote only a 
new name given to the day that is accounted memorable; 
and though in the absence of information from Scrip* 
ture I know not why Sunday should be called ^'Lord's 
day/' any more than the day of tlie crucifixion or the 
ascension, yet If an act of Parliament enjoined it, 1 as 
a loyal subject should comply, since the Scriptures 
leave me at liberty so to do. At most man would re- 
quire only seme part or pans of the day to be devoted 
to religion, ilot the whole twenty-four hours-— except 
perhaps so far as relates to abstaining from secular em- 
ployment, particularly of a public nature. The return, 
too, wottld only be annual. With regard to the testi- 
mony of the«acred writings on the subject, the Jews 
had monthly as well as annual sabbaths, on which they 
held holy convocations, and did no manner of «ecular 
wprk : but sacred as these days were to the Lord, there 
is no reason to think that the Jews were required to 
keep them as they were to keep the weekly sabbath, 
which they were to call a delight, the holy of the 
Lord, honourable, and on which they were to honour 
Grod, not doing their own ways, seeking their own 
pleasure, or speaking- their own words. — See Isaiah 
Iviii. 12. 

The texts in the New Testament to which alone 
the phrase *^ Lord^s day" can be referred for a practi- 
cal explanation in favour of Sunday, speak of religious 
acts during one part of the day merely, and for a lim- 
ited number of weeks at fu«'thest. If, however, a 
partial observance seems inadequate to the appaient 
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importance of tbe espression ^ Lord's day," and it be 
insisted upon that the term LqtH makes a weekly sab- 
bath of the day to which it. is appliod^ solemn as it is 
in sound, it can be of no use in practice, except the 
4ay be ascertained* The seventh day alone answers 
to it, for which, notwithstanding, I fim persuaded it 
was never meant. If the expression Jmiplies only par- 
tial observance, and qaustmnaa 9oq(ie memorable day 
in our Lord's history, it cannot indicate a weekly sab- 
bath $ and the fifth or siyth day may fiiirly stand a can- 
didate with the first day for that honour : for though 
ihey are not mentioned,, even indirec^y and incidental- 
ly, by name, in the Acts of the Apostlei, or in aoy one 
of the Epistles, as the. first day is twice, (perhaps be- 
cause tbey had no names at th$it time, or no miracu- 
lous events took place on them,) yet k appears, from 
Acts ii. 46^ tliat most solemn act3 of public, worship 
took place among Christiaiis upon them, as well as up- 
on the first day«f 

Thus total is our w.ant pf means ftr jascertaining 
what day the expression referr to — (if it be not the se- 
venth dayi as I do not think it is, since however sacred 
it was to God weekly, and that exelusively, and however 
fit it IS to answer any purpose of the Christian dispen- 
sation as much as the first day is, it is never called by 
this name, any inore than any other day is so called,) — 

*I have already noticed, that the first day. was universally kept 
in this partial manner before the time of the Puritans, and still 
is kept so throughout the greatest part of Christendom; nor do I 
know of any public remonstrance against the practice in those 
parts by any body of pious people on Scriptural, if upon any. 
other grounds. i, ^ 
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why it was called so— what use it wa» to be applied to^ 
if any — whether that uee was to respect the whole of 
the day, or only a part of it — and whether its observ- 
ance was to be weekly, or annual. I see not, there- 
fore, how it can supply in any degree or way the entire 
want of evidence which attends its relation to the oth^ 
passages adduced in favour of the first day's claim by 
divine authority to be the weekly sabbath. Whatever 
obligation the words might impose on those who were 
cotemporaries and companions of the apostle John, 
and who therefore possessed means of knowing tlietr 
true sense and proper application, they can impose 
none on Christians in succeeding ages, who are entirely 
Ignorant of both. 

The reverend and learned author Morer, whom I 
have repeatedly mentioned, in his Dialogues on the 
Lord's day, alter enumerating* the various days to 
which the expression ^ Lord's da^ has been applied, 
candidly acknowledges the utter uncertainty respecting 
it, of which I have been speaking. 

Afler these remarks, my reader will be not a little 
surprised, I suppose, at my saying that I have no doubt 
that the phrase in question really does mean the com- 
mon Sunday, and no other day. But I make the 
avowal on a ground which, I fear, will greatly shock 
him, considering the opinion of people in general rela- 
tive to this subject. In short, I am fully persuaded 
that the apostle John did not write those words — ^that 
they are an interpolation, and that a very late one — 
perhaps about the time of Constantine the Great. I 



» 
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proceed to give my reasoos for holding a sentiment %o 
different from that ol' Christendom at large. 

It seem» to me very strange^ and contrary to the 
usual practice of Holy Writ, to employ language 8een> 
ingiy indicative of some important fact or duty, as in 
the passage before us, at the same time leaving us 
wholly uncertain, as has been shown, what it is. There 
are instancea in the New Testament of this respecting 
a motive to duty, but never, so far a» I recollect, res- 
pecting a duty itself. [See Matt, aviii. 10. — 1 Cor. vil» 
14. and xi. 10. 

Again, if the apostle John had written the expres- 
sion, and liad meant tlie weekly first day by it, would 
he not have called it by the new name in his Gospel, 
which, it i» agreed oin all hands^he wrote after the Re- 
velatioii ? There was the more occasion for this, as his 
fellow apostles and the other evangelists had never done 
it Yet in mentioning the day on which Christ rose 
be calls it the Jirsi day of the toeekj as they do, with- 
out any explanatory clause, such as, ^ow called Lord^A 
day J and appmnted henceforth to be the weekly sab- 
%>ath, instead of the seventh day.'' This would have 
been an effectual way to prevent the Asiatic Christians, 
or any other, from mistaking the day on which Christ 
ros», and might have been reasonably expected from 
an inspired writer like John, who so often guards- us 
against misconception by translating Hebrew words 
into Greek, as in the instances of Cephas and Siloam, 
which he tells us are, by interpretation, '^ Peter," and 
« Sent." 

Further: Merer, a divine of the Establishment, and 
of coarse a writer in favour of the first day, informs 
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us, [p. 46.] that ^^ the Syriac translation, instead of the 
Jirst day J 1 Cor. xvi. 2. saith on every LordPa day ; and 
where the apostle speaks thus, (chap. xi. 20.) When 
you come together ^ therefore j into one pJacCy this is not 
to eai the LordPs hody^ that version alters or rather adds 
to it. You do not eai the hordes body^ as becomes the 
hordes dayP 

These repeated attempts at alteration or interpola- 
tion failed respecting a book, the divine authority of 
which wds never questioned : but is there not too much 
reason to think that the attempt was renewed with suc- 
cess ia a book which, after having been received into 
the canon of the New Testament, has, though with- 
out just cause, since the third century, been the occa- 
sion of much controversy and division in the Christian 
Church ? 

The same valuable writer indeed tells us, in the same 
page, that Beza declares that in an ancient Greek copy 
of the New Testament he found, after ^< the first day 
of the week,'' these words, ^< the Lord's day," as ex- 
ageticaL But the abruptness of the parenthesis in 
which the explanatory clause is mentioned, gives it ve- 
ry much the appearance of the copyist having added it 
to the manuscript he was transcribing, solely by his 
own authority. 

I cannot doubt the fact of the interpolation in Rev. 
i. 10. when I consider that St. Ignatius, the most an- 
cient of the Christian Fathers, who urges the Chris- 
tians in the strongest terms to show particular regard 
to the first day in honour of Christ's resurrection, 
though the cotemporary of the apostle John for thirty 
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years, and his diseiple, in calling Sunday <^ Lord1» 
day/' (if he ever calls it so,) never once pleads the au^ 
tliority and example of his master for this practice. Ic 
is perfectly incredible that this celebrated maoi whose 
talents, learning and piety, were thcnight so much 
of, as to be the means of exalting him to a bishopric 
in the ecclesiastical sense of the tern[i-**thi8 holy mar- 
tyr — should call the first day <^ Lord's day," and the 
^^ Queen of days," without ever mentioning the word» 
as a quotation from the Revelation, which he must have 
known to be there, had they been there ia his days."^ 
If he had, afler quoting the words, commented uponr 
them, in liis master's name, in the manner usually done, 
the comment could not have been received or treated 
as equivalent to Inspiration by any consistent Protestant^ 
but it would at least have tended to promote his design 
far more than all his eulogies and vehemence. There 
is no modern writer that agrees with htm in hit view 
and aim relative to the first day, who does not quote the 
passage in Rev. i, 10* and in whose work, far from be*' 
ing omitted, it does not exhibit a conspicuous and splen-^ 
did figure. 

No writer, except St. Ignatius, even mentions the 
expression ^^ Lord's day" till towards the dose of the 
second century : much less quotes it from Rev. u 10. z- 
for as to the Epistle of St. Barnabas, and the Ecclesias- 
tical or Apostolical Canons, the last of which works con- 
tains the words ^ Lord's day," (though not as quoted 



* Either St. Ignatius had do occasion to plead as he did, or he 
had occasion to use a much stronger plea, proYided be knew of 
one. 
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from the Revelation,) the first irould have formed a 
part of Revelation, had it been really written by the 
apostle Barnablis ;* and the latter work is by no means 
so ancient as the title imports. Justin Martyr calls the 
first day *^ Sunday/' and never intimates that it did or 
ought to go by another name. He says nothing about 
the passage in the Revelation, nor produces it in sup- 
port of the divine authority of that religious regard, 
which, according to him, was paid by the Christian» 
at Rome to a part at least of the first day. Had the 
passage existed and been known to him, he would 
most likely have thought it as much to his purpose to 
quote it, as to tell us that ^ the Sun of righteousness 
arose on Sunday." The Fathers and Councils subse-' 
quent to that time call the first day " Lord's day," a» 
well as ^^ Sunday," and by its appropriate name, and 
are as solicitous as St. Ignatius for it» observance 3 but 
are equally silent with him respecting the words attri- 
buted to the apostle John. The most learned advo^ 
cates among the modems for the first day, in applying 
Rev. i. 10. to that day, never refer to any writer earlier 
than the fourth century that quotes it ; which they 
would have done, if they could have found any : and 
therefore I suspect, as I mentioned before, that the in- 
terpolation, as I think it is, was made aAer or about 
the time of Constantine the Great^t possibly with a 

\ 
* Btmabas, Bccofding^ to Mr. Wright, (p. 110,) who hu been 

noticed before, calh it merely the eighih day. 

t '*It it veiy likely," says Morer, p. 67, « thst the more so* 
lema and public use of the words [Lord's day] was not observed 
till about the time of Sylvester IL when, by Constantine's com- 
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view to support the edicts of that prince' in favour of 
the first day, which take no notice of the religious re- 
gard hitherto paid to the seventh day as much as to the 
first day, in all the Christian Churches, except those of 
Rome and Alexandria. 

Of course, those in the early ages who rejected the 
divine authority of the Revelation itself, do not cite 
the passage in question ^ nor can their, silence be pro- 
duced as an argument against its authenticity. To this 
number belong many of the Greek Churches, Gregory 
Nazianzen, and the Council of Laodicea, held about 
A. D. 364 ; [Morer JI. 47.]. the two last leaving.it out 
of their catalogijies of canonical books of the New Tes- 
tament But it at least follows, that. whatever reason 
ikey all had for calling Sunday ^< Lord's day," and for 
consecrating any part of it, the authority of the apos- 
tle John was not that reason. Whether, the Christian 
world at present would think the New Testament af> 
forded sufficient . ground for styling the first day 
^^Lord's day" with a view to its sanctification, were the 
pfissage in the Revelation wanted, ,1. am wholly igno- 
rant. 

. • • • ■ 

inand, it became an injunctioD. It was afterwards more gener- 

]y noted in conversation and writing, religious and civil. TiU the 

time of that emperor and that prelate, it had never commenced 

an Ecclesiastical Constitution. This agrees with the notion of 

the present Church» looking on it as a very decent and laudable 

custom, yet still a custom, continued from universal tradition, . 

and not a divine ordinance; Isidore and Hesychius call it an 

apostolic tradition, and an instaiSle'of the authority of theChiirch.'* 

This custom would have been general, and even sole, from the 

beginning, had the phrase Rev. i. 10., together with'the sense 

now affixed to it^ been known and received. 
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Perhaps it will be asked, How came the ancients 
by the phrase <^ Lord's day/' if they did not get it from 
Rev. i. 10. ? — And may it not be a^ quotation, though 
the book, the chapter, and the verse, whence it was ta- 
ken, be not mentioned ? — I answer, that when people 
are disposed to distinguish a day in a particular man- 
ner on account of some reiparkable person or event, 
they are not at a loss for an appropriate name, as the 
Popish Calendar abundantly proves. LortTs day^ or 
Chrisfa day^ (which sopie have preferred,) seems a 
very natural appellation for the ancients and their suc- 
cessors to select for the first day in the case supposed. 
With respect to quoting without naming the authority, 
the moderns do it because they have a sign for a quo- 
tation : but the ancients had none ; and therefore when- 
ever they wished to be understood to quote, it was ab- 
solutely necessary that they should at least mentioa 
their author. This was the more indispensable in the 
situation of those who wished to impose a new obliga- 
tion on the Christians, since the quotation, together 
with the comment upon it already stated, tended to 
add considerable weight to the exhortation. Their 
neglect, particularly that of St. Ignatius, proves that it 
was out of their power to do either, and that the name 
and application, by whomsoever introduced, were mere- 
ly of human invention. 

The manuscripts to which we have access are not 
older than about the sixth century. Their containing 
the passage in question, therefore, by no means con- 
vinces me that the apostle John wrote it. 

Such are the grounds on which I do not consider 
the words ^^ on the Lord's day," Rev. i. 10. as authen- 
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tic or as following the phrase '^ I was in the spirit" in 
that verse, any more than it does the same phrase, 
chap. iv. 2. But were it ever so certain that the apos- 
tle John-did write them, I have already shown that they 
can be of no use or importance to any except those 
who had access to him or to some other inspired per- 
son ; since without this, there are no means of ascer- 
taining their true sense and proper application. 

Were all the pious acts recorded to have been done 
^ or ordered to be done on different first days transferred 
to one and the same first day, they would not sanctify 
that one day to an extent sufficient to entitle it to the 
appellation of << Lord^s day," supposing the phrase to 
mean a day wholly sacred. 

Thus haive I gone through the whole of the indi" 
red evidence offered in support of the first day's Scrip- 
tural claim to be the weekly sabbath. I shall now give 
a brief summary of it, as also of the remarks that have 
been made upon it. 

The expression '< first day" cannot be proved to be 
used or implied in the New Testament more than 
three times; the words << after eight days" being at 
best ambiguous, and therefore inadmissible in a ques- 
tion of evidence. Of the three times that are incon- 
trovertible, in one of them the mention of t^e day was 
natural and necessary, it being the day of the resurrec- 
tion. Another — that relative to the meeting held once 
at Troas, does not seem to be mentioned with any 
particular view, more than noticing the number of days 
during which the apostre staid there : but if it was men- 
tioned with a particular design, the design not being 
disclosed, cannot be conjectured in favour of a new 
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sabbath^ without supposing that to be fact, the truth of 
which remains to be proved. Neither the day nor the 
service are mentioned for their own sake, but for the 
sake of the miracle connected with them. A^^ to the 
remaining mention of the first day,, that of its ap- 
pointment by an apostle for individual believers, in 
some chirrches, for certain weeks, ^^ laying by them in 
store" for a pious act of benevolence, as God had pros- 
pered them through the week ; the first day of the 
week following, or the seventh of that which pieceded, 
was. the only alternative for the appointment: and ex-^ 
eept the old sabbatb was repealed, which I do not ad* 
ihit, the seventh day was unfit for the appointment, 
on account of ^he religious duties whidi left no time 
ibr the seqular act (supposing it to be lawful, consider- 
ing the intisnt) that would naturally, if not necessarily, 
be performed at the time (on whatsoever day) the ap- 
poiutn^ent took place, and against which association- 
there is no caution* 

Tb6, notice, (hen, of the first day at Troas is the 
only one of the thr^e notices that cannot be accounted 
for.*: Is this repeated notice, then, so wonderful as . 
to entitle ihe day to a sacred character ? Were it even 
certain tliat die expression ^ a&or eight days'' implied 

' '* Supposing the meeting «t Troas to have taken place at Jenisa- 
iMii taetesc}, aad the account of it to have immediately followed 
^*tf \\.,^.y would if then have been thought that the meeting, 
&c. proved the first day to be the weekly sabbath ? If so, every 
day must have been a weekly sabbitb. As to the injunction 
<1 Oor. tH. 2.) relatife to s religious act on several other fiist 
dajrt, it would seem that 1^0 daUy acts of public worship at Je- 
rusalem were by no means confined to one week. Had the sup- 
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an additional mention of the first day, it ought not to 
appear so singular that people should come together 
on 'the same day of the week on which they met the 
preceding week, as to justify any other inference than 
that the time suited them. On theother hand, should 
the want of aAy extraordinary circumstance among 
Christians have occasioned the seventh Hay not to be 
mentioned in the sacred narrative more than any other 
day, it ought not to create a suspicion that it had lost 
the sacred character which was' conferred upon it at 
the Creation. The absence of such a circumstance 
will undoubtedly be thought by every observer of the 
first day a sufficient reason for the silence of the sRcred 
writer respecting that day, when he tells us that Paul 
and Barnabas were a whole year at Antioch, and that 
Paul was seven days at Tyre ; though it cannot be 
pleaded on behalf of the first day, as it can of the se- 
venth, that it had been of universal obli8:ation from' 
the commencement of time up to that moment.- 

That extraord inary and beneficial acts took' placf 
on the first day. repeatedly .and exclusively, either can*^ 
not be proved, or is not true ; aiid were they both true, 
as also capable of being proved to be so, however cal- 
culated they might be to impress the minds of the 
apostles OR the recurrence of the day of the week or of 
the day of the year when they happened, no efiect on 
their conduct in consequence can be known to us, or 
lay any obligation upon us, as nothing is said in the 



position been a fact, the mention of the Brat day, and not of 
the rest, would have beea attributed solely to Uiejjraur of £«- ■• 
tjchos. 
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iospired writings on these subjects; the pious acts 
which they teoord as having been performed or en- 
joined on the first day, not being stated by them as 
so performed or enjoined on account of the supernat- 
ural and beneficial events that had distinguished it. 

No religious ael was performed at Trons, which 
the sacred narrative does not declare to have been per- 
formed OB otber days likewise^ as well as on the first 
day ; the performance was only once, so fcir as is known; 
and we should not hav£ known of that; had it not been 
for the affair of Eutychus, which, would not have been 
the case, had it inaplied, or been designed to imply, a 
law ; no law — particularly not a divine one, being ever 
promulgated indirectly or incidentally. Each of these 
acts (as also the private act of pious benevolence, 1 Cor. 
Kvi. 2.) has been performed repeatedly, and even 
statedly perfisrmed in modem times, on week days, 
without any one's supposing that the performance 
indicated that the day was considered as a sabbath, or 
that it r^dered it one. * The act of pious benevoleoee 
jttst mentioned (1 Cor. xvi. 1, 2.) to have been enjoin- 
ed, was coniined to certain churches ; it was contin- 
gent, temporary and probat>ly intended to last hut a 
lew weeks at furthest— even if a caution had been giv- 
«n against performing on the same day the secular act 
which preceded it. 

Neither Acts xx. 7- nor 1 Cor. xvi. 2. informs us how 
the rest of the day (by far the greater part) was em- 
ployed^ or intended to be employed. That was not 
die case with the seventh day ; for God is said at its 
iastitaftioQ to bave tanctified it: and in the Fourth 
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CommandmeDt it is ordered to be kept holy. The ex*' 
pression << Lord's day,'' Rev. i. 10. cannot prove the 
whole of the first day, in the two instances already refer- 
red to, to have been devoted to pious acts, much less that 
this was to be the case with every succeeding Sunday ; 
on the contrary, the sanctification, of the first day 
must be proved from these passages, before ^ Lord's 
day" can be referred to that day — even admitting that 
the expression ^^ Lord's day" necessarily means a day 
to be wholly devoted to religion. 

Could this difficulty in the way of applying the 
phrase ^^ Lord's day" (on the supposition of its import- 
ing what has just been stated) to any day except the 
seventh day be surmounted, still the day of our Lord's 
ascension, if not that of his crucifixion, has as good a 
claim to the appellation in a case that is left to conjec- 
ture, as the day of his resurrection^ and acts of pub- 
lic worship, both ordinary and extraordinary, are in the 
sacred narrative (Acts ii. 46.) stated to have taken place 
on those days, as well as on the first day. There are 
even strong reasons for suspecting that the words thenn- 
selves are an interpolation, as I have before observed* 

Such is the purport of what has been said for and 
against the Scriptural obligation to sanctify. the first 
day. What is the result? This— that we have the ex* 
ample of the first Christians and of an apostle, for 
doing that on the first day, which it would have been 
lawful for us to do on that or on any other day without 
such an example ; namely, the performance of public 
worship, and the celebration of the Lord's supper. 
But this is not the same with their doing these acts on 
the day because it was the sabbath. We have no ex- 
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ample of their doing them for that reason. The acts 
themselves imply no such reason. We have no tight to 
ascribe them to that cause in the absence of Scriptural 
information } and there are instances in our own time, 
not only of public worship, but also of the public cele* 
bration of the Lord's supper, on a week-day : which 
day, nothwitbstanding, no one would imagine to be a 
sabbath in the view of the worshippers on account of 
these transactions, even if the cause of selecting the day 
was unknown, since experience and observation show 
that a variety of causes may occasion it, each of which 
is wholly unconnected with that of a sabbath. The pre- 
cedent, tlierefore, at Troas, authorizes that which 
would have been lawful without its authority ; but it 
enjoins nothing. The words in 1 Cor. xvi. 2. enjoin 
something, it is true, to be done on the first day; but 
the injunction is not attributed by the apostle to the 
sacred character of the day : it may easily be account- 
ed for without such a supposition ; it was given on- 
ly to certain churches, and it was to last only for a 
time.* 

Is it possible that circumstances so ambiguous and 
so inconclusive, as those. in the texts which mention the 
first day, should be able to establish the fact of a di- 



* In appointing a day, and that weekly, the apostle's iole ob- 
ject seems to have been to render the private sequestration more 
easy, certain, and productive. With these results, the day for 
the act was probably indifferent to him. He says nothing about 
public worship; and it does not follow, from the Christians at 
Troas having had it once on the first day, that those elsewhere 
)iad it always on that day, or even once. 
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vine institution, when every one of that character whicit 
the Scriptures record^ except that ei sacrifices, which 
existed before there were any Scriptures, is stated so 
expressly, clearly, pointedly, particuiarly, and repeat- 
edly? 

I have already proved, from Acts ii. 46., (hat there 
were no religious acts performed on the fitvt day, 
which were net performed among Christians on the se- 
venth day, and on every day, though none of them 
except the first day is mentioned by name. But no 
one thinks that these acts make or prove any of the 
other days to be a sabbath. Nor would they make or 
prove the seventh day to be the sabbath, even were it 
mentioned by name, if nothing else could be said in 
support of its divine right to sanctificatioo. There is,, 
however, an account of its institution both in G^n. ii. 
2. (before there were any Jews,) and in the Fourth 
Commandment, and for a reason which relates to all 
mankind as well as to the Jews. Its in&titution was not 
mentioned before it was wanted, being wanted for civile 
moral and religious purposes, (if wanted for them at 
all,) as soon as man and human society existed. Nor 
can its repeal be proved, without making it, like the cer- 
emonial law of the Jews, a shadow of which Christ 
was the body, which it never was, and also without 
the destruction of the 'Fourth Commandment. The 
change of dispensation did not make the repeal of the 
seventh day sabbath necessary, it being as adequate to 
evangelical purposes as any other day ; and the gospel 
history, except the resurrection, relates as much to the 
seventh day as it does to the first. The reason given 
for its institution continued the sanore as ever, and will 
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continue as long as the world stands — nor is there any 
instance of its secularization; on the contrary, it is in- 
variably called sabbath after our Lord's time as well as 
before, without any warrant for prefixing the epithet 
Jewish* The institution^ therefore, must in fairness be 
supposed to continue in force, viere there no example 
at all of its observance, or could no reason be assign- 
ed for the want of one — neither of which is however 
the fact. But to prove the existence of an institution 
that was never yet h^ard of, there must be an exam- 
ple of something said or done in consequence ; and 
that W'hich is said or done ought necessarily to im- 
ply such an institution, and not be such words and 
acts as those that have been discussed ; which might 
have been, whether the institution existed or not. 

The texts which I have been discussing are almost 
always read with a prepossession that the first day is 
the sabbath. If that appeared from other sources to 
be the fact, the text relative to Troas is certainly very 
consistent with such a fkct. Bat the fact is not yet pro- 
ved ; and mere consistency with an assertion is by no 
means a proof of its truth. • 

But it is asked. Do not these passages, taken to- 
gether, amount to a probability, if not to a certainty, 
of the divine institution they are brought forward to 
prove? — I cannot say that, in my opinion, they do. 
Far from resembling any of the institutions recorded 
in Scripture in ^^ pomp and circumstance," the case they 
compose does not exhibit the slightest appearance of 
one. There is no leaning whatever in the meetings of 
the disciples together, even if they did meet on the 

r 
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first day more than once before Christ's ascension ; in> 
Christ's visiting aiid blessing them at these meetings f 
in the day of Pentecost fading that year on a Sunday 
(if it had been so^ which I do not believe to have been^ 
the fact ;) in the religious acts performed or ordered 
to be performed on that day ^ or, lastly, in the expres* 
sion ^< Lord^s day :" whether these circumstances are 
taken singly or conjointly^ there is^ I repeat, no lean- 
ing in them towards the institution in question. No 
individual would think of drawiilig such an inference 
from them, in the absence of some other reason. To 
warrant such an instance, a divine intimation* that 
the incidents took place either because the first day was 
now the weekly sabbath, or because they were meant 
to prove it such, is absolutely necessary. Much less can 
it be reasonably thought that they have such a leaning, 
when it is recorded likewise that the disoipies met on 
other days;— that Christ met with them on other days;— 
that he blessed them on another day ;-^that great and 
beneficial ev-ents took place on other days;— that relt* 
gious acts even the most solemn, were peformed on ethr 
esddays; — and that only some hour^of the first day were 
ever spent in religious acts, admitting that it>is that which 
is called ^^ the Lord's" day. As to tlie inj unction of the 
apostle, (1 Cor. xvi. 2.) it could only be fixed for the 
end of one week or the beginning of the next ; and if 
the secular act, which waS'a prerequisite to the pious and 
benevolent one to be performed in private^ immediate* 
]y preceded it, (as I think it naturally if not necessari- 
ly did, and against which there is no caution,) the in- 
junction seems to me to be fitter for a week day thaa 
for a sabbath. There is at least no iiiut that the secu- 
lar act took place on the day preceding. 
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The singular circumstances, therefore, are reduced 
to these : that the day should be named ou which the 
meeting at Troas took place-'^and the expression 
" Lord's day.'' There are no means, I admit, of ac- 
counting for either. But total uncertainty is no pto* 
per ground for inference.* Nothing can be inferred 
from the transactions at Troas taking place on the first 
day any more than from the apostle's staying there 
seven days, which is equally unaccounted for. I may 
add, that were similar transactions to take plaoe on » 
week*day in our time, and the reason for one day hav- 
ing been preferred to another day for that purpose be 
nnknow'n, it would not be inferred that the worshippers 
did it on account of the day's being their sabbath, 
since it would be known that a variety of causes might 
have occasioned it. Respecting the "Lord's day," 
were it admitted that it must mean a day devoted ta 
Christ, on account of its being memorable for some- 
thing in his history, still it would be as likely to be the 
day of his crucifixian or of his ascension, as that of 
his resurrection ; or if the latter be most likely, as 
the first day only is named, still it would claim religious- 
acts only for a part of the Lord's day, '9^ that is the 
utmost which is ever recorded concerning tlie first 
day. 

* Thef finf dajr profiably obtained its appropriate naUne, as I 
have before hinted, from the circamstance of the inspired mis^ * 
■ionaries having frequent occasion to notice the day on which our 
Lord rose, and from their wish to mention it without circumlo- 
cution. After having thus obtained its appropriate name, it is 
easy (o conceive that it was used on other occasions, especially 
where a circular notice was required. 
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The circuoifttaiices, therefore, which constitute the 
indirect evidence in question, turn out to be nut twigs^ 
whicii, though weak in themselves, when tied up in a 
bundle will be found sufficiently strong ; but mere ci- 
phers, which, however powerful they might prove to 
be with a significant figure, without such a figure cannot 
amount to more than nothing. The significant figure 
wanting in the present case it, that Christ has sancti- 
fied and blessed the first day, on account of his rising 
upon it. 

To conclude Uiese remarks on the Scriptural claim 
of the first day to be the weekly sabbath ; the friends 
of it cannot justly affirm that the consequence of dis- 
proving its divine authority will be the superseding of 
the weekly sabbath altogether, till the non-obligatioa 
or repeal of the old sabbath is proved. That, in my opin- 
ion, for the reasons already given, still remains to be 
done. Till that is done, the arguments of the Sabba- 
tarians against the right of the first day to consecration 
must be considered as tending to prevent the serious 
inconvenience of keeping two sabbaths, not to release 
the Christian world from obligation to keep any. 

The disNitisfaction here expressed with the evi- 
dence produced from Scripture in support of the first 
day sabbath, is by no means confined to the Sabbata- 
rians. The observers of it who acknowledge that it 
possesses no divine claim to sanctification, are numer- 
ous and respectable. Grotius, and the Reformers in 
general, considered the sacred regard paid to the first 
day as perfectly optional. Tindal [See Merer, p. 2l6.]^ 
says, in his answer to Sir Thomas More, '^ We are 
lords of the Sabbath; and may change it tp Monday or 
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to any other day, or appoint every tenth day, or two 
days in a week/ as we find it expedient ; Calvin is said 
to have once designed to transfer it to Thursday, <^ a» 
an instance of Christian liberty ^'^ especially being the 
day whereon might be contemplated the most trium- 
phant and glorious act of our Lord, his ascension into 
heaven." These great and good men could not have 
expressed themselves in this manner, if they had be- 
lieved the first day to be the weekly sabbath by any 
precept or example in Scripture. Luther himself could 
not have regarded it in this light upon the ground of 
Rev* i. 10., since he, as well as Calvin, (according to 
Morer,|>. 47.) had little esteem for the Revelation as 
belonging to the sacred canon. 

Bossuet, the famous Bishop of Meaux, in France^ 
in the time of Louis XIY., charges the Protestants 
with inconsistency in r^ecting the orders of the Church 
as not being founded on Scripture, while they retained 
the first day sabbath, which was no more founded on 
it than the other. Morer tells us, (p. 58.) that the 
Royal Martyr, Charles the First, on the same principle 
thus argued for the observance of Easter with the 
** new Reformers'^ in his reign : " I conceive the cele- 
bration of this feast was instituted by the same author- 
ity which changed the Jewish sabbath into the Lord's 
day. For it will not be found in Scripture where Satur- 
day is discharged to be kept, or turned into Sunday ; 
wherefore it must be the Church's authority that 
changed the one and instituted the other. Wherefore 
my opinion is, that those who will not keep the feast, 
may as well return to the observation of Saturday, and 
refuse the weekly Sunday. When any body can show 
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me that herein I am in an errofi I shall not be asham- 
ed to confess and amend it." 

But those among the professed observers of the first 
day who virtually deny its divine authority to be a sab- 
bath^ are far more numerous, and belong to Christians 
of various descriptions. I consider in this light the 
whole of the Chrbtian Fathers, Councils, Emperors, 
and Kings. For though they strongly recommend,' 
and ev^n enjoin, the observance of the first day, I do 
not recollect, in the extracts made by the advocates of 
the first day from their writings, decrees, or proclama« 
tions, a single appeal to Scriptural authority. They 
aver that it ought to be kept on account of our Lord's 
rising on it, but they never pretended to say that this 
is the judgment of Revelation as well as their own. 
They call the day a festival, but they never call it sab- 
bath, (except metaphorically, according to Bishop 
White,) as the Scriptures call it the seventh day, or by 
any other name which necessarily implies that the 
whole day was kept ; for ^< Lord's day," as has been 
shown, does not necessarily imply that,* nor indeed is 
it so considered by numbers of its pious observers them- 
selves, whether in ancient or in modern times. 

How can this universal silence on the part of the 
Fathers and Councils relative to the Scriptural right of 
the first day to sanctification be accounted for ? Was it 



* As the days of the week are not of divine origin* either 
Thursday, Friday, or Sunday, might have been denominated 
« Lord's day,'* (if the phrase had not occurred in Rev. i 10.) 
by human authority, as being memorable in Christ's history, ond 
onl^ a part of it kept, if «ny at all. 
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because this right was universally acknowledged and 
respected by the Christians.* This was not the case 
during the three first centuries^ when the regard paid 
to it did not exclude the seventh day sabbath from any 
of the churches, except at Rome and Alexandria, and 
when it was found necessary to issue fresh recommen- 
dations, exhortations, and injunctions for its observ- 
ance, whatever might be the extent to which that ob- 
servance was carried.t It is true, we hear little, com- 
paratively speaking, of the old sabbath, between the 
time of Constantino and the Reformation ; but concern 
on account of the notorious secularization of the first 
day occasioned numerous orders from the civil and ec- 
clesiastical authorities: still these orders are nev- 
er enforced by any appeal to Scripture. Would they 
have neglected a measure so highly conducive to their 
object, had it really been, or had they thought that it 
was, in their power? Yet anxious as the authors of 
many of the proclamations and decrees that history re- 
cords appear to be for the strict observance of the first 
day, they usually associate other days with it, and 
never once attempt to found its right on Scripture, any 
more than they do that of the others, which are ac- 
knowledged on all hands to derive their sabred charac- 

* There is reafon to believe that daring the apostolic age the 
Christians nniversally observed the seventh day, since the Jews 
never charge them with not keeping it 

t The observance of a day publicly and externally, merely, 
or partially, tiiough it be done weekly, and though no other day 
is kept better, is not keeping a weekly sabbath according to 
Scripture, nor any proof that the observer intends it for such, 
without a declaration to that efiect. 
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ter solely from the Cburch. I cut in no-way account 
for this negiedy but on the gfoand that tboagfa they 
all thought the observance of the first day to be highly 
reasonable, and highly important to the intorests of 
piety and good morals, yet it never once entered into 
their imaginations that it was founded on Scripture, or 
supported by divine authority.* 

During the three first centuries, the Fathers and 
Councils, as before proved, St Ignatius himself includ- 
ed, strongly recommended and even enjoined the ob- 
servance of the seventh day as well as that of the first* 



*The lilenee of the ancient FaChen and Councils respecting 
every text that is now produced in aupport of the first day's 
daim, auy be thought sufficient to accoont for the omission to 
quote Rev i 10. by St Ignatius and odien, without having re- 
course to the supposition that a part of it, namely, " on the 
Irord's day,** is an interpolation. But it should be recollected, 
Aat this omission was only one of the 'arguments adduced to 
prove that siq>position. Nor is it without considerable force. 
St Ignatius ought to have quoted that text, if he omitted the 
others, to justify his calling the first day " Lord's day," if he 
ever called it so, or thought that the Scriptures warranted and 
enforced the use of the phrase, since he Is the first writer 
who does so call it A consistent Protestant coUld not indeed 
have received his interpretation and application of the words as 
infallible, and equivalent to inspiration; but his quotajtion weuld 
at least have proved the authenticity of the passage. The same 
may be said of those writers who lived between his time and 
that of CoBstantine. Their omission of the only words that 
give even the supposed appearance of divine authority for coo^ 
ferring this new appellation on the weekly Sunday* or for keep- 
ing a new sabbath, is, in my c|)tnion, m stvong pneof thst^bej 
were not in the text during that period. 



to be ike Weekly SabbaA. 205 

Would tfaey have done thb, had they believed the first 
day to have been substituted for the seventh day by any 
inspired writer ? Woutd any one who now keeps the 
first day as the Christian sabbath by divine author- 
1^, recoininend, tnucb less enjoin, the observance of 
the preceding day ? 

The moderns^ indeed, endeavour to account for 
the conduct of the ancient Christians, on the ground 
of the Jewish converts among them : but the latter 
make no such apology for themselves, nor does the 
New Testament make mention of any such complai- 
sance, though there must have been as much occasion 
for it in the time of the apostles as aderward, since it 
is well known that tlie Jews in general were never 
more attached to their sabbath, than they were during 
that period ; and those of them who became Christians 
cannot reasonably be supposed to have abandoned it 
themselves, even if they quietly acquiesced in the non- 
observance of it by the Gentile converts, which, con- 
sidering their conduct relative to circumcision, is not 
very likely, had their tempers been ever tried. Till 
it be proved that the old sabbath is repealed, and that 
the new sabbath is of divine appointment, nothing ou^ht 
to appear more natural, than that the commandment 
of man did not altogether set aside for three centuries 
a divifie commandment. 

In fine, I do not recollect that there was any at- 
tempt to found the first-day sabb»th upon the Scrip- 
tureSf either in England, or elsewhere, till about A. D. 
161 8, in the time of the Puritans: yet, according to 
the testimonies of Brerewood, White, and the Sabba- 
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terian charch-books or traditions, it appears that the 
state of the Sabbatarians in Germany, France, and 
England, from Luther's time, was such as to give abun« 
dant occasion for searching the Scriptures upon the 
subject, had the search appeared likely to prove fa- 
vourable to the first day. The learned and pious writ- 
er, Morer, distinctly and candidly acknowledges (p^ 56.) 
that he ^ cannot imagine the first day sabbath a divine 
institution.*' 

The next class that I shall mention of indirect ob- 
jectors to the divine authority of the first day amoiig 
Its observers, consists of aH those who maintain princi- 
ples incompatible with that idea. This class is likewise 
numerous and- respectable. Bishop White- and .Dr. 
Wallis belong to it ; and'in general all those, who, not- 
withstanding their attempts to prove the obligation to 
observe the first dliy from Scripture, assert that the 
Divine Being cannot have appointed any particular day 
for the weekly sabbath, because • it is Impossible foe- aU 
mankind to observe it during the same portion of abso- 
lute time, or in a distant age, and under othek* €ircun»- 
stahces, to ascertain the weekly return of It. If these 
arguments have any force in them, the first day never 
can have been divinely instituted ^y more than the 
seventh. The like may be said of all those (and they 
are not few either in the Establishment or amoiig the 
Dissenters) who say, with Dr. Wallis, that if the nation 
should change the weekly sabbath from Sunday to 
Tuesday, they would change with it.«— Could men of 
conscience and piety do this, if they believed that Hbe 
apostles appointed the first day to be the weekly sab- 
bath; because our Lord rose upon it ?— Noris theopin* 
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ion substantially less' hostile to the first day, that the 
seventh part of time only is set apart for consecration 
by the Blessed Qod. I am aware^ indeed^ that this ex- 
pression is by the advocates for. the first day employed 
merely for the purpose of interpreting that of the se« 
venth day in Genesis ii. 2, 3. and in the Fourth Com- 
mandment. But I do not know why it should not be 
employed also for the purpose of interpreting the expres- 
sion ^^ first day" in the texts usually brought to prove 
the sdnctification of that day by divine appointment. 
For those texts do not more definitively and exclusive- 
ly point out the first, than those in the Old Testament 
do the last day of the week. The consequence of 
such an extension and application will be, that Chris- 
tians are at liberty to transfer the weekly sabbath from 
the day of the resurrection, to some others when, and 
as often, as they please^ provided the change may b^ 
so contrived as to take place a(\er six days' labour; 
which may easily be done by keeping the new day as 
well as Sunday in the first instance. A real and con- 
sistent friend of the first day sabbath, therefore, 
ought to dismiss the idea of the seventh part of time 
having been ordered to be sanctified^ and confine him- 
self to that of the first day having been ordered to be 
sanctified. To secure its exclusive and permanent con- 
secration, he should say, as the Sabbatarians afiirm 
concerning the day of God's rest in the parts of the 
Old Testament already alluded to, that it was the first 
' day on which the important event of the resurrection 
happened — that no other day could claim the honour 
of that event — that the institution of Christ and his 
apostles relates not to the seventh |Hirt of time firsthand 
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to the first day afterwards, but solelj to that day-^tbat 
the appointment to the seventh part of time was only 
the necessary conseqaence of the insiitution, not the 
insdtutioB itself — ^that the first day must continve to be 
the sabbath till it be repealed by divine authority — and 
that whenever it was repeated, the seventh part of time 
would inevitably be repealed with it. 

I notiee next as hostile to the opinion of the first 
day's being a Scriptural sabbath, a class of people who, 
though they publicly and externally keep it, yet do not 
regard it privately and mentally, as thinking that there 
is now no &9iyj the twenty-four hours of which ought to** 
be sacred to God, as the seventh day was formerly. I 
believe that there are many among the truly godly who 
thus think and act, and that, owing to certain circum- 
stances, their number does not appear to be near so 
great as it really is. As the observance of another day 
does not render it inconsistent with their worldly con^ 
venience to regard the first day, so far as the laws of 
the land, the good opinion of their religious connex- 
ions, and facilities for promoting spiritual objects in the 
world and in the church require, they need not risk the 
discovery of their real sentiment by any act or neg* 
lect in their public conduct; and in what manner they 
employ themselves privately or mentally, not even 
their own families cao tell, except they please to reveid 
it. These disclosures, however, I suspect, are not of- 
ten made in private conversation, and much less open- 
ly : whence it happens that there are perhaps numbers 
who possess the reputation of sanctifying the first day 
without deserving it. I have reason to think that there 
are evangelical ministers, as well as private Christians^ 
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in this class ; and that they are to be found both among 
the Dissenters and in the Establishment. 

The next class of indirect adversaries to the divine 
authority of the first day sabbath is numerous indeed, 
as it comprehends almost the whole, if not the whole^ 
of its serious observers. I refer to those who found the 
obligation to sanctify it, in part at least, upon the insti- 
tution in Genesis ii. 2, 3. and upon the Fourth Com- 
mandment. This they do, as supposing that the insti- 
tution, with its repetition, relates solely to the seventh 
part of time; and since in their opinion, this partis 
now determined by the New Testament to be the first 
day of the week, they think that the obligation con- 
tained in the institution to sanctify the seventh part of 
time, is transferred and confined to the first day. But 
I have already shown, that in both the passages of the 
Old Testament alluded to, it is the seventh or last day 
of the week, not the seventh part of time, that was 
sanctified by the Deity. He set apart for devotion the 
day on which he rested from the creation, and no other 
day of the week ; and neither our first parents, nor any 
of their posterity, were at liberty to alter the sabbath 
to another day, on account of having laboured the six 
preceding days, or under any other pretence; which 
they would have had a right to do, had only the se- 
venth part of time abstractedly been instituted. The 
Same may be said of the Fourth Commandment, which 
18 merely a repetition of the institution, as appears 
from the reason assigned for the precept at the close of 
it. By tlie expression in it, ** the seventh day,'' the 
seventh part of time abstractedly is not meant, but the 

8 



210 Claim of the Brst Day 

seventh or last day of the week. It was that day which 
the Jews were in the habit of observing at the time the 
Decalogue was given ; the reason assigned for it will 
not suit any other day of the week than that which was 
the weekly return of the day on which God rested in 
Paradise: nor were the Jews at liberty to change it 
for any other, as they would have been had it related 
-merely to the seventh part of time in general ; for there 
is no precept which confines them to the observance of 
the last day of the week, if the Fourth Commandment 
does not: nor would the commandment have oblig- 
ed them to keep any other day, had the seventh 
day been repealed before Christ's time, whatever reas- 
on or the New Testament may do. Whether in Par- 
adise or at Sinai, the seventh part of time wsis institut*^ 
ed merely as the necessary consequence of instituting 
tlie seventh day ; it was not instituted Hself : in both the 
cases I am speaking of, its sacred claim rests entirely 
upon tliat of the seventh day ; and whenever the latter 
terminates, the former terminates with it, so far as Geo* 
esis ii. 2, 3. and the Fourth Commandment are con'^ 
cerned.* 

If, then, the seventh day is repealed, as the pious 
observers of the first day suppose, the institution in 



* llioBe who observe Sunday, on the gfroua^ of Acts sx. 7. '^ 

and 1 Cor. xvi. 2, 8. would tbink it ttraoge to be told that fir%t 
flay in those texts meant only the seventh part of time, and that 
any one of the seven days would do as well as Sunday. 
Neither in Genesis ii. 2, 9. nor in the Fourth CoDimandment, 
was the seventh part of time first instituted, and then the seventh 
day. 
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(Genesis, and the Fourth Commaiitiment, are repealed 
with it; and then the seventh day, the only time they 
tefer to, being deprived of its sadred claiai, nothing 
remains in thein to be sanctified, notwithstanding the 
morality of the term itself; and the precept having 
ceased, there is no further occasion for the reason that 
was assigned for it. Christians have no more to do 
with these parts of Scripture, than they have with the 
institution of sacrifices, or with that of circutneision^ 
They must look to the New, and not to the Old Tes* 
tament, as well for the obligation to sanctify one day in 
a week, as for the particular day which they are to 
sanctify. 

Nor do I see wliy this should not suffice them if^ 
they really think that the New Testament institutes 
the first day. Why should they have recourse to pas- 
sages that are either made void, or that order a difier-> 
. ent day to be sanctified ? These passages could not 
avail the new sabbath, if it wanted their help< But if 
the first day be really appointed by Christ or his apos^ 
ties to be the weekly sabbath, it needs no such help. 
The obligation to sanctify it follows of course. Not 
only is the sacred character of the seventh part of time 
which was lost by the repeal of the seventh day (if it 
was repealed) revived and restored by the new institu** 
tution, but, what is far more, the very day is designat- 
ed, and is no more alterable by man than the seventh 
day was. 

I shall, no doubt, be asked whether a law may not 
be repealed and altered in part, without repealing and 
altering the whole ? Certainly it may* Both in Gene^ 
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sis ii. 2) 3. and in the Fourth Comnandment, the Di* 
Tine Being, if be had pleased, could have substhnled 
^ the seventh part of time" for ^ the seventh day,'' 
without altering the part relative to sanctification; but 
the reason for the latter must have been struck out, as 
being irrelevant. Or, retaining the part relative to 
sanctification, the words substituted might have been 
^the first day," and the reason assigned for it might 
have been, <^ for the Lord Jesus Christ, having died 
for the sins of men, rose on the first day," instead of 
the present reason. But as the Blessed Grod has not 
thought fit to name any of these changes himself, no 
one can be warranted in making them even mentally.* 
There is at present no alternative but that of retain- 
ing or rejecting the whole of the Fourth Command- 
ment.t 

I have heard it said, that when reference is made 
to the Fourth Commandment on behalf of the first 



* To jasttiy these mental alteraf ions, tbe first day's claim 
should have been mentioned in the New Testament, with some 
reference there to Geneais ii. 2, 8. or to the Fourth Command- 
ment The first day if not mentioned at all in Hebrews ir. much 
less any right that it has to be a day of holy rest Our Lord 
did not enter heaven, the only rest there spoken of, on the 
first day, upon finishing the work of redemption. Tbe mental 
alterations in the old institution of the sabbath, were they justi- 
fied by the New Testament, would amount to a repeal both of 
Gen ii 2, 8. and of the Fourth Commandment 

t Were tbe purport of law subject to mental altentions, trans- 
l^ession would be impossible. 
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day, it is made not to the letter, but to tfcfe spirit, the 
inoi*aiity, and the equity of it; and that these are c<m» 
fined to sanctifying the seventh part of time. But 
proper as the distinction between the letter and the 
spirit* of a law may be, when circumstances only are 
concerned, that is not the case when the essence is 
concerned. The spirit of a law is s3nQonymous with 
its essence ; and in the present case is this, that God 
has appointed a certain day to be sanctified weekly for 
a particular reason, which reason is ^specified, and 
which is applicable to no other day. The << seventh 
day," therefore, is essential to the Fourth Command- 
ment, as the reason given for it at the end of the cork 
mandment shows. It is not a contingency, like the 
«ase put in the commandment of a man's having chil- 
dren or servants $ and if a Jew had presumed to treat 
the seventh day as a circumstance, by transferring the 
sanctity of it to another day, the daring act would 
have cost him his life. But if a Jew was not warrant- 
ed in treating it so, bow can such a treatment be war- 
rantable in a Christian ? No law can mean one thing 
to one subject, and another to another. A Christian 
may possibly not be subject to the Fourth Command- 
ment, as the commandment is positive, and therefore 
repealable, if, God pleased; but if he be, he must put 
that construction upon it which it has always borne 



"* The Roman Catholics pretend that they use idols, not as the 
•bjects of devotion, but as helps to it ; as if the former only 
was the spirit or essence of the Second Commandment. 
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among the Jews, irfaich it bore in our Lord's time, and 
which it bore in the opinion of the holy women^ and of - 
the evangelist Luke, (ch. xxiii. 56.) many years after 
the ascension. With respect to the claim of the seventh 
part of time to sanctification, could that be proved, it 
would he a dictate of reason ; it would not bind us, 
apart from the institution either in Genesis li. 2, 3. or 
the Fourth Commandment. But I have before shown 
that its eiaim is no betfer than that of the sixth or 
eighth party and that the equity of either of them 
would appear as great as that of the seventh part of it, 
if God had been pleased to institute it, and thus to 
have made the work consist of six or of eight days, 
instead of seven. The precept is wholly positive.— 
•The reference, therefore, of one who obsierves the first 
day to the Fourth Commandment, for proving or en- 
forcing its right to sanctifiqation, is useless, and inju- 
rious to his cause. He may allude to it by saying that 
the first day has as good a claipi to sanctification by 
means of the New Testament, as the seventh day had 
by means of the Old, if he can prove the position ; 
but he cannot prove its claim by means of the Old 
Testament. He will only show, by the attempt, that 
the seventh day is unrepealed, and that therefore he 
ought to keep it; thus making good the words of 
Bishop White, that wiioever attempts to prove the 
right of the first day to sanctification from the Fourth 
Commandment, is a Sabbatarian. He who thus acts, 
betrays his doubts concerning the sufficiency of the 
evidence by which the claim of the first day- is sup- 
ported, by stating, in order to supply the defect, its 
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resemblance to the seTenth day, in being, like that, the 
seventh part of time : for such a resemblance is no 
more necessary to its behig a divine institution, (pro- 
vided such a resemblance existed,) thani that of Bap- 
tism to circumcision would be, in order to prove the 
divine authority of the former. Suppose the New Tes* 
tament had appointed two sabbaths in a week (as Tin- 
dal wished to have) instead of the original one, would 
the contrariety of this to the appointment of the Old 
Testament have proved that it was not of God ? By no 
means. On the other hand, no resemblance between a 
supposed new institution and an old one can prove that 
th^ former is divine, notwithstanding the divine author- 
ity of the latter. 

In fine, to the number of those who indirectly 
agree with the Sabbatarians in denying the divine in- 
stitution of the first day sabbath, must be added all 
who, professing to observe Sunday, perform secular 
work on it without necessity — all who in foreign coun- 
tries, whether clergy or laity, see a part of it at least 
publicly devoted to business or amusement, without 
remonstrating openly in a body against the profane 
encroachment — all magistrates who decide that se- 
cular occupation in private on the day is lawful, pro- 
vided it be exercised for amusement, and not for 
gain — all who travel on it unnecessarily — in short, all 
who spend the parts of it that are not wanted for 
public worship in reading that which is not reli- 
gious, in conviviality and firivolous discourse, i)t in 
slumber. 
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The fkcts that have been coosidered leparalely, 
united together show, that though the repeal of the 
seventh day tabbatb is acquieiced in very generally ia 
Christendoin, the acknowledgment of the firtt day as 
the Scriptural aabbath never has been, nor is at present, 
«ny thing near so general. 
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CHAP. VIII. 



DIFFIKINCBS OF OPINION CONCBRNINO THE StTPFOSBft 
AUTHORITY OF APOSTOLIC TIUDITION TO RBNBER TSS 
FIBST BAT THE WBBKLT SABBATH. 

^I/Vbatbybr convictioo may be lek by individuab 
ivbo observe the first day respecting the evidence 
which the New Testament affofds of its divine clatni to 
sanctification, the conviction is very far from being 
general in the Christian world. No one can doubt this, 
who recollects the proof contained in the last Chapter 
not only, of the indirect and virtual, but also of the posi- 
tive and avowed disbelief of that position. The earliest 
Fathers and Counctlsy strongly as they recommend 
and enjoin the celebration of the first day as a festival 
in honour of our LonTs resurrection^ never once plead 
the example, any more than the precept, of the apos- 
tles for it. They distinguish the day sometimes by the 
title of ^^liord's day,'' as well as by the appellations 
of '< first day" and Sunday ; but they never tell us that 
they derived the expression from the Revelation, and 
much less attempt to justify the application of it to the 
weekly Sunday by quototions from the sacred writings, 
notwithstanding the general association of the seventh 
day with the first day during that period in the weekly 
observances of Christendom, proves the doubts that 
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prevailed concerning its exclusive right to sanctifica- 
tion. This practice was reserved for the modern ad* 
vocates of the first day ; h has not, I believe, existed 
much more than two eenturies*— many ages later than 
the time when the right of the Revelation to be receiv- 
ed into the sacred canon was denied by so many emi- 
aiCDt observers of the first day. 

The decrees of couneilsy the edicts of, primces, and 
the laws of nationS| m &vour of sanctifying the first 
day, both before and since the time of Protestantism, 
proceed chiedy, if «ot solely, iipootbeofMi^Vvis and 
pcactioe of the first Christians after the ^po^tolic »g^ 
derived, aslbeyjsuppose, by traditiot} frojn the. apo&- 
tks* The most eiQtnenjt wriiers on ibe side o£ Sunday, 
sudi as White and Morer, take tlie same ground* 
They seem to ihiak that though the (9postle^ never ia- 
ttituted the first day sabbath in their writings, iH>r ever 
4ii or directed to be done . any thing m tihai day, a9- 
sigoiog its sacred character as t^be reaj^on, or.^ny thing 
which ^ey nught not have donf;^ Ji^d it hei&n anoth^ 
dajy yet that they reckoned it j(q}>^jtUe.w^«Uys^lpf 
bath, and kept it aa9ueb!-<-4)iaJtda^ di«<:ipl^a,aqquaiiii- 
ance, ^nd cotempctrariesyknew th0se p^icvilafg.toJbip 
facts, and observed the day accordingly^^thait irom 
them the tradition passed t^ the tCh^isj^ians in the next 
age-n-Kod that frqm tb»m it passed to th? ag^s;follow- 
k^ in succession. 

Wheilier or not the obfiepvers^of the fir^t dfiy.FOuild 
acquiesce in this tradition, if they 4^d.npt^tibioj( that it 
was .wanted to cover a defect in the title of the first day 
to consecration firofn written revelation, or if it did not 
at least coincide with and confirm that sense which they 
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give to the texts usually a^uced in support of the first 
day's clainiy I am unable to say. But they cannot 
justly blame the Sabbatarians for reminding them on 
this occasion of the old maicim, the soundness of 
which they in general admit, that *^ the Sible, and that 
only, is the religion of Protestants/'* As Protestants^ 
they themselves maintain the Scriptures to be a perfect 
rule of faith and practice. They cannot consent lo the 
association of Tradition with Revelaition ; persuaded 
that, however it might be the daty of the Thessalont- 
ar>s to '< hold fast the traditions they had received,^' by 
word as well as by epistle, from an apostle, it was not 
the duty of those to do so, who had received them 
merely from one that said ot wrote that he received 
them from an apostle ; since the contrary practice 
would open' a wide door to all manner of error and su- 
perstition, whether arising from weakness or fr6m wick- 
edness. They insist also that it is flie duty and the 
right of every one to determine the meaning of Scrip- 
ture for himself^provided he does not injure the civil 
rights of his neighbour or of«hfs country. According- 
ly, they deny tbajt the ^^rock on which was to be built 



* Tradition may possibly convey truth,, as appears in the in- 
stances of the ** angels that kept not their first estate;" of the 
name bom* by the evil spirit who tempted our first parents in 
the foina of a serpent; of the piOpiiMy delivered hy- E6och; of 
tiie naiaetf of the masieiaiistwhp withstood Moses in £f yfit; and 
of the content, between Michael the archangel and the devil' con- 
cerning the body of Moses. But their truth could not Have been 
ascertained, if they had not received the sanction of Revelation. 
It is upon that authority that we receive them, and not upon the 
Authority of traditioD. 
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the Church of the living God, the pillar and ground of 
the truth," was the person of Peter,, and his pretended 
aucoefltorsy the Popes: ner can they admit that the 
Church of Rome has a right to impose its sense of 
Scripture upon the common people,.under the pretence 
that the unlearned and unstable, who ^ wrest the Scrip* 
lures to tlmr own destnicdoo," are labe found only 
among them. 

Upon the same pr]nc4»les, which bodi reason and 
leveUuioo strongly inculiBate, the Sabbatarians act, when 
they reject the sense usually givea of the phrase ^^Lord's 
day/' Sev. i. 10. even admitting that it was writtea 
by the apostle John. The phrase, indeed though some- 
times used concerning the weekly Sunday by the an- 
cient Fathers, is never (quoted and produced by them 
as fiom the Scriptures. But if they had quoted it and 
applied it m this manner, their autbori^ ought to avail 
nothing with Protestants against the reasons before 
assigned for the impossibility of determining its mean- 
ing and use by the help of any other part of Holy 
Writ Of these Fathers^ St. Ignatius is anM>ng^ if not 
the earliest. The editions of the epistle written' by 
him to the Megarenses, which is most frequently refer- 
red to by the first day writers on the sabbath, differ so 
much from each other respecting the precise words of 
the author relative to this subject, and commentators 
differ so much concerning the sense of the words, which 
they all agree that the author did write, that it seems to 
be wholly uncertain whether he is speaking of Judaism, 
or of the seventh day sabbath; of the Lord's day, or of the 
Lord's life; of celebrating the first day instead ofj or after^ 
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keeping th^ Mbbsth.* [SeeMorar^p. 2d6.] I have al« 
ready quoted his injanction in another part to keep the 
tevemh day. At tb^ fame time, there eertainly are pas- 
sages in which he strengly urges Ae Christians to ob- 
serve the first day as a festival in honour of Christ's re- 
sorreedon, ^ough without ever rennlding then of die 
passage in Rev. i. 10. moch ksi apj^ying it to his pur* 
pose. Yet if he had quoted it, and explained it in fa* 
voor of the lirst day^-^f he had even told them that 
Us coteraiporary and master, the apostle John, ealM 
the first day of the week by this name—that he kept 
it himself— and that he sttoilgly ioonlcated tte observ- 
ance of it tx»tli in convenation and preaching, as 
being part of the will of Christ, (all which it was nat- 
ural for St. Ignalias to do, and which he doulitless 
would have done had the things been true, consider^ 
ing his olgeit,) neither the Christians of his time, nor 
any in suoceeding ag^,eoiiid, consistently with the Pro- 
testant maxims, have received his testimony as supple-- 
mentary to Scripture, or as infallibly interpretative of it. v 
Much less could they be justiied in receiving any opin- 
ion or practice as apostolic from any Father or Council 
tlmt was not cotemporary or acquainted with the Apos- 
tles. To treat the Fathers and Councils fairly, howev- 
er, they BO more profiBss,^ than St Ignanins does, in 
aometimcs recommending or eii|oiniag the observance 
of the first day under the name of the Lerd^M dmg^ 

^ According to Morer, (>. 88,) he calls Sunday « Lord's day^ 
in ifii Epistt* to fho PblMppians. 

t 
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to be qootiag or comnieotlDg upon the words of Scrijk 
ture. 

But in opposition to these reoMurks, an idea prevails 
on the subject of tradition^ which will require some dis^ 
cussion. Ithaa been said that though the Protestants- 
object in general to the introduction of tradition to sup- 
ply any supposed defect in the matter of Scripture, or 
to ascertain its sense, yet th^ do not den^ its use in* 
religion altogether^ They think it lawful and even 
necessary in certain cases to admit its autbcnrity. The 
ancient Patriardis and the Gentiles knew the diWne iiw 
stitution of sacrifices^ and observed it, only in conse* 
quence of tradition. From the same source the Pro-" 
testants derive the knowledge of the books which they 
consider as composing die canon- of the New Testa-' 
ment, as also of their genaine contents.. It is held hy 
many Protestants^ that early and universal tradition i» 
a sufSicient ground for receiving any religious doctrine* 
or practice whatever. 

I cannot say that the seotimentr just stilted appear 
to me to be correct, or at least useful in practice. I ad* 
mit, indeed, that there must have been many tbii^srsaid' 
and done by the apostles, as well as by our Lord him-^ 
self, which are not recorded in the New TestaiDent-— ^ 
that they must have been 'known to certain people— »^ 
that many of them were ooomvinicated by q^eech, and 
perhaps writing, to cotemporaries— that < from themr^ 
they passed to the next generation — and some of them, 
at least, from that to a third, without the possibili^ of 
determining with precision the time when thetmnsmis^ 
sion would wholly cease. I admit, further, that certain 
of the particulars might be communicated and handed 
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doim ^ith accuracy. Bat since it is impossiUe to teH 
which of these particulars contained in human writings 
are truly stated, and which are not, there is no safety 
hut in rejecting them all without exception, in estima-* 
ting what God would have us believe and do. There 
18 the more occasion to act in this manner^ as the apo8-« 
tie tells the Thessalonians that the << mystery of inqtii** 
ty'' was already working. If speeches and actions were 
falsely attributed to a divine origin, when detection was 
possible, how much more might the practice be expect^ 
ed to exist) when detection was impossible ? It was not 
even every thing that an apostle said or did, wbichy 
could it have been verified, would be binding on' our 
faith and practice : and it is reasonable to think that 
whatsoever the Holy Spirit intended to have such an 
effect, would be thus represented by Inspiration ia 
writing, and preserved^ 

Antiquity, therefore, ctonot be a sufficient proof of 
purity in a tradition | for no tradition relative to the 
first day can pOMibly bo more ancient than the <^ mys* 
teiy of miquity^' Just referred to. Its spread, too, not« 
withstanding its odious nature^ might be sufficiently ex« 
tensive to give it the appearance of universal-*--especial« 
ly after the time of the apostles^ 

With respect to the regard shown dnriog the patri« 
arehal ages to the custom of sacrificing^ as to a divine 
institution, though known only by tradition^ it will af^ 
ford no justification^ proper as. it was then, to the re< 
ception of a doctrine or duty as divine on such a 
ground^ since the Christian era. Tradition was the on-^ 
ly revelation then in existoDce^ It could be better re« 
Ued on then than now^ on account of the opportunity 
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ftflbrted ft aiaeflw to the origin of it^ and oS the few 
individtiala through wfaidi H pawed. la the case of 
Mcrificei ic is difficuit, if not inpoiubie, to conoerre 
how the idea of such a practioe ceald ever have enler« 
ed ioto the mind of mao^ if the Divine Being did not 
iotrodaee it himself. The Patriarcfasi both befiire and 
aft^r the flood, who offered saeriflce, were themselves 
inspired, and therefore did not rest their idea of the di* 
vine wiU respecting this matter upon traditioni bat op* 
en their own knowledge. The other ancients indeed, 
Bot havmg the same advantage, might be liable to mia- 
take a matter of indtfierenoe for a duty \ bot they 
were not liable in doing so to abrogate or misinterpret 
a written command of God, by adopting a custom that 
was merely commanded by man. I daay add, that 
though there is no instance on record in which the au« 
thenticity or genuineness of the tradition was suspect* 
ed, yet if a doubt on the subject had arisen, there is no 
reason to think that the entertainer of it would not 
have been excused for oon-coaaptianoe. In each of 
these psrticulars, the situation of Christians since the 
days of the aposdes is complete^ the reverm. 

The ease of ^ books reoeiiF«d or rejected, wholly 
or in part, as sacred, is sohicwhat like that of sacrifices. 
The canon of the New Testament (and consequently 
of the Oki, the divkn^ of whieh is acknowledge by^ 
the New) is obtained through traditito $ hot neoessari- 
ly so, and not unaceoaiipanied by corroborative dream- 
Btaaces* Since not every one that lived in the age of 
the aposttss, and much less in a succeeding a^, couU 
have access to them to learn die authenticity of a book, 
and the genttmencss of its contentS| miMKnIoes intei^ 
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position must have taken place universally and perpet- 
ually, if tradition had not been employed. In conse- 
quence of this^ no doubt, the just claim of some books 
was not admitted without hesitation.. and not even witli 
it, by all who bore the Christian name. There was 
danger, on the other hand, of receiving some that had 
no right to be in the canon } aud all, in bemg copied, 
were liable to defect, to interpolation, or to various 
readings. But no serious evil has arisen, or could arise 
£rom these disadvantages. 

Elxamination of the evidence for and against a' 
book will enable every one to judge for himself of the 
justice or injustice of its claim to a place in the sacred 
canon. By comparing the manuscripts and the ver- 
sions in different languages with others, the text may 
be corrected or improved.* But in cases where nei- 
ther of these expedients can take place, the substance 
of Scripture will remain, wheth^ particular booka^ 
passages, or readings, be received or rejected. The 
phrase << on the Lord's day/' (Rev. i. 10.) whether in* 
terpulated or not, can, in my opinion, throw no light^ 
and consequently can have no influence, on the ques- 
tion relative to the Scriptural weekly sabbath. 

The sacred canon, therefore, is necessarily received 
on the ground of tt-adition ; but not wholly so, not 
without peculiar pledges for. its purity. It was not re- 
.quisite, for the divine character of the New Testament, 
that there should be a tradition in favour of each book^ 
and each text or reading in each book, that is as ancient 



^ Human writings of high tntiqoity pass current, notwistand- 
ing tiieir various rea'dings.and obscurities. 
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as the time of the apostolic age, or that is nnivenal ; 
neither of which is irae. The harmony among the 
different books with respect to their contents«-4he com- 
parative insignificance of the doubts which have arisen 
relative to particular texts, readings, and even whole 
books, whether received into the holy canon or not-— 
and their beneficial effect on the hearts and lives of 
men, afford essential aid and support to tradition. Bat 
none of these circumstances can be pleaded in favour 
of any new article of faith or of duty being conveyed 
by tradition. The article of faith or the duty in ques- 
tion might easily have been made a part of Reve- 
lation ; audits not being so, is a proof of its being no 
tradition from an apostle. With respect to the sense 
of a text, had it contained any new doctrine or duty, 
the Scriptures themselves would have furnished means 
for ascertaining it, and would not have left us to seek 
k from men no lesii deficient in judgment, integrity, 
and diligence, than ourselves.- Where such means 
then are wholly wanting, the text can be of no use to 
us. Human writings can oiily illustrate an article of 
faith or a duty, the general meaning and reality of 
which are known and acknowledged without them. 
They can add no explanation or proof that enlarges 
the system of faith and practice. Their sense, too, is 
as liable to be contested as that of Revelation. In fine, 
oral tradition might give an interpretation of the text 
quite different from what appeared to us to be the true 
meaning, and in that case, if not rejected, would ren- 
der written revelation useless. Tradition, therefore, was 
not wanted for conveying anew sabbatb, much kss for 
explaining a passage of Scripture supposed to contsda 
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fuch a notice $ as the phrase << Lord's day," for in- 
stancy. Nor is there any curcuoistanqe that tends to 
confirin a tradition of such a saUbath, as there is to con^ 
firm the traditions relative to the divine institution of 
sacrifices before the time of Moses,* the variety of 
tbe books contained in the sacred canony and the truth 
of ttie things contained in those books. There is no 
i^aore reason in t)^e nature of things for a weekly cele- 
bration of our Lord's resurrection, than for one on 
apcQunt otf his aspemsion ; nor is any more notice taken 
4if tbe cewirrection on tbe first day by the observers of 
it^.than may be taken, and in fact is taken, of it by the 
Sabbatarians on tbe seventh .day. No social or public 
.^t of religion is recorded to have taken place on the 
first day, which did not take place every day among 
the earliest convert^. It no where appears that the 
.^hole of it was ever ke.pt sacned ; and though Sunday 
was very early, and af4er some centuries extensively^ 
.Qallod ^ Loird's d^y/' yet Rev. i* 10. is never pleaded 
as an authority for so doling. Thje words <^ Lord's day" 
'are never mentioned by the ancient Fathers as a quota- 
tion fVom Soripture, hat as Good Friday, ^c. are men- 
.tioned. Jt.is. wholly uncertgjn whether they pverin- 
teiided Siuaday to be tbe weekly sabbath, or kept it 
like one-'-esi^oiaUy as tliey kept the seventh day in 
the same manner. : The same services (the Lord's sup- 



^ There Is no way of accounting for the ceremony, but by 
tbe f tippbsition of a divine institution. It is rendered credible, 
both by the measure which the' Divine Being adopted for 
rdotfaingourfirat parantSa and by his ordsr to the Palnwclis to 
^sacrifice. 
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per included) were performed by them on both days $ 
and the performance of them any day, «ven week- 
ly, gives no proof of keeping a sabbath, without say- 
ing so. 

The case, then, of the first day is wholly different 
fiom that of the sacrifices. in patriarchal times, and 
that of the books comprehended in the canon of the 
New Testament, together with the purity of their con- 
tents in substance, since the divine claim of the former 
might have been conveyed without tradition ; nor has 
the asserted tradition of it from the apostles any confir- 
matory circumstances, as the latter cases have. These 
objections to its reception as an apostolic tradition 
would be solid, were it ever so ancient and universak 
But it is neither one nor the other so considerably or 
exclusively as it is thought to be. 

Though St. Ignatius certainty recommends the ob- 
eervance of the first day as a festival, there is no proof 
that he meant by it a sabbath like that which is de- 
scribed in Isaiah iviii. 13. ; nor is there any proof that it 
ever was kept so till A. D. 16I8, about the time of the 
Puritans, by any considerable number of people, or, 
indeed, that it has been kept to that extent since, ex- 
cept by the Presbyterians (between whom and the Pu- 
ritans there was orginally no great difference) in the 
British dominions, in Holland, and in the United States 
of North America that were formerly subject to Great 
Britain. The divine claim of the seventh day under 
the Christian dispensation is not founded by its votaries 
on apostolic tradition, it being enough* in their opinion, 
that the apostles never repealed or secularized it. But 
if it had needed such a support, its claim on the ground 
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of antiquity wottld have beed its go6d «» thai of the firtt 

day % fdr Su Ignatiud (as has been shcmo) does not ro» 

GonDoiend er enjoin one of tlie days moi^ stsongly than 

be docs i&e other. With respect^ iodeedy to universal* 

ity of prevalence, the first day has the advantage of 

the seventh day, since, according to ecclesiastical hi8«> 

tory,: it was regarded at every place in Christendom; 

nrhereas the seventh day was Hot olwerved either 4t 

Rome ot Alexandrian wad aller the fourth c e nt u r y , 

we hear little wNrecbknparaitiveiy of ictHl the tune of 

the Reformation,* But the errors of Popery, though 

equally «neient and once as extensively prevalent as 

the obser^aherof the first day can be, are not for these 

veasmis tci -be cousideted by the Proaestants to be apoa* 

toUc.triyditioDS. 

. .To represent the case acca^rately, the edrliest F»- 
thehi and Councils in general Aever plead apostolie 
trisKlitfoiv ta &vdar of the first day, any more than they 
plead apostolic precept or example. St. Ignatius pro- 
duces no authority for celebraftnig the day on which 
Christ rose aa a weekly festival, except bis own : he 
does .nor even telf us that the generality of Christians 
coneurred with him hi his view and wish. The Fa^ 
thers and Councfls, the ecclesiastics and princes who 
{pursue the same object, urge only their own opinion, 
or that of their predecessors, as recorded in the histo^ 
ry bf the^ Charch. The Protestants alone who, Kke 
White and Morer, admit die insufficiency of the evi*» 
deuce adduced by them to prove the first day to be 

* See tile account of the Sabbatarians ia Chap. vi. 
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the Scriptural weekly sabbath, attempt to supply tbe 
defect by apostolic tradition ; and many of them, as 
Charles the First did, found the claim of the first 
day to sacred regifard enltrely upon the authority of 
the Church, without the smallest reference to the apos- 
«ie8« 

To return to the supposed tradition from the apos* 
ties concerning tbe substitution of tbe first day for the 
seventh day sabbath, and the attempt to aiuthenticate 
It in modern times by the plea of antiquity and univer- 
sality. 

There are cases existing, in which the opponents 
of the Sabbatarians are as little influenced by consid^ 
erations of this nature, as the Sabbatarians themselves. 
Thfe history of the Church notices no power that was 
exercised over tbe faith and practice of Christians, ex- 
cept that of ecclesiastics, till the reign of Constantine; 
and even that prince did not exercise it till toward the 
close of his reign, (for he only presided in the Coun* 
cil of Nice,) except in his decrees concerning Sunday, 
issued, it is probable, solely by the advice and under 
the influence of Pope Sylvester. [See Morer^ jp. 57*] 
The tradition, therefore, relativie to supremacy, if from 
the apostles, is plainly in favour of ecclesiastical au- 
thority ; and no doubt both the Popes and the popish 
councils avail themselves of the circumstaifce. But ^ 
will the Protestant states admit this plea ? Will they 
Hot say that the tradition owes its existenci^ and contin^ 
vance merely to the want of a Clvistlan prince, and 
that as soon as there was one, it became proper that 
the tradition should cease and determine? I shall not 
examine tbe solidity of this reasoning; but sh^U only 
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obseiire upon it^ that it ia manifeft, fcom the opinion 
of the Protestant states, tliat tradition supposed to be 
apostolic on account of its antiquity and universali* 
tyy is not in all cases and for ever binding ujpon Chris- 
tians. 

< Afi^in :— will the Protestant Dissenters allow the 
fasts and feasts of the Church to have originated with 
the apostles? Some of them, however, (particularly 
Easter,) occur as early in history as the sacred charac- 
ter of the first day, and were regarded no less univer* 
sally by Christians for many ages. — Will the Dissen- 
ters allow the ancient and universal tradition concern'^ 
ing the appellations ^^ saint'' and ^^ bishop," as used in 
the Christian Church, to be apostolical ? Convinced as 
they may be that St. Ignatius, bishop of Antioch, got 
his idea of <^ Lord's day," and that of celebrating it as 
a festival on account of our Lord's resurrection, from, 
the apostle John, they are not equally convinced, I be- 
lieve, that he obtained his title of ^< saint," (if he ever 
used it,) together with his diocese, from the same source: 
yet I think it would be difficult for them to prove that 
there is better reason to credit the one than to credit 
the other. They will not deny that << saint" and << bish- 
op" are in the New Testament, as well as " first day" 
and ** Lord's day" itself (supposing it to have any right 
to be there;) and if tradition has authority to fix the 
sense and application of the latter words, why not to 
fix those of the former also ? 

Among the instances of doctrines and practices 
which Bishop White enumerates as proper to be re- 
ceived upon the ground of tradition from the apostles, 
are the "Lord's day," (in the sense of the weekly Sun- 
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fcy, with itoapplicttioo^in part atleasl, toiQored.piin* 
poses,) and ** infant baptism." My Bapiut bredren 
in geaeral wiU, I Mieve^raore readily acqaiesoe in tbe 
first, diaa in tbe last of these instances. I know npt^ 
however, upon what ground, except upon what I admit 
tobeayerysiibetantialooe; nameJy, tbattheie is no. 
case of infant baptism in all the New Testament. But^ 
in my opiaioq, it is quitis as eas^^ to show, that in the 
diffemnt texts where «♦ househokl*" are said to have 
been baptized, infants must have been iaduded, as ta 
show that the diseiples oould not oome together ta 
^ break bread,'' nor an apostle preach to them, or ordet 
money to be hiid up in store by imftividttai Chr isti|m» 
for an act of pious benendence^ en the first day, with^^ 
out converting it into a sabbath, or proving thai it wa» 
so considered and meant to be so considered. 

Here it will probably be asked. If the custom 4)f 
treating the first day a» sacred did not originate with 
the apostles, with whom did It originate ? I have no 
objection to give a direct answer to the question : but 
before I do so, I must observe, that the conclusiveness 
of the reasoning against the sacred character of the 
first day^oes not in the least depend ^pon the possihiU 
ity <^ discovering and proving its, origin to be elsp* 
where, and not with tbe apostles. Errors in doctrine^ 
and praetioe may exist, though their origip be utieHy 
unkown : as< the invocation of departed spirits, and the 
custom of mingling water i^ith the wine in tbe sacra- 
ment, which were introduced before the end of the se> 
. cond century, and the sources of which can only be 
conjectured. If the ^^mystery of iniquity worked^' in 
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the days of the apostle Paul, notwithstanding our ign<y- 
rance of its particular nature^ as well as of its source, 
why should not innovations and corruptions be suppos- 
ed to arise immediately afterwards^ thougti their origin 
be equally concealed ? It is reasonable to suppose ttfat 
tb^ may have even sprung up and abounded much 
more, however mysterio|^s their cause* It does not 
follow, therefore, from an opinion or a practice exist- 
ing in the ag^ next to that of the apostles— perhaps ia 
the apostolic jige itself, and its origin being unknown, 
that it cannot be an error, but that it must originate 
with the apostles ; and if this be possible of an errtfr 
that is nameless, why not also of one that has. a name ? 
It may UHewise not . be trivial, but such a one as is 
wrought by the ^^ mystery of iniquity," most gross and 
injurious. Of course the transfer of the weekly sab- 
bath from the seventh day to the first may be an error, 
and no tradition from the apostles, were , it absolutely 
impossible to account for its origin. * • * 

I proceed to state my conje^re'concerning the 
circumstance that gave rise to cetebrating Ihe first day 
as a holy festival. It originated, as I tfainlf, in the wish 
and proposal of some Christians to distinguish the day 
by some religious service, (including the Lord's supper, 
perhaps,) and a love-feast, in commemoration of our 
Lord's rising upon it. Whether this was or was not 
done in the time of the apostles, it is impossible to say* 
I see nothing, however, -against the possibility of its 
taking place during their, time,; for surely if << the 
mystery of iniquity'^ began to work in their age, it is 
not Incredible that a ,service which contained nothing 

ft 
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m it tintt might not be ddhe innocently, and which had 
not actually been done [Acts ii. 46.] on every day^ 
might not be {>eiformed for a purpose, wHidi, though u» 
necessary, bad nothing criminal in it. fiut there is cev^ 
tainly nothing in the texts usually produced in favour 
of the^rst day, which indicates the exigence of such 
a custom so eady-^mucfar less^ that die apostles author- 
ized or participtited in it. The account of the meeting 
held aft Troas (Acts xx. 7*) mentionrs noihiog of its hav* 
ing taken place in consequence of our Lord's resurrect 
tioD^ or of any particular notice taken on that occasion 
oYthis great and gpifd event that occurred on it, or of 
any uncommon thanksgiving and rejoicing of the as- 
sembly present, either at that time, or en any ' for- 
mer occasion — all which would naturally kav« exist- 
ed in the case supposed, and which, no doubt, did ex- 
ist for some time, when the custom was actually intra- 
duced. 

Thfe expressioiar ^Lord^s day,^ indieed, in Kev. fc 
10. has in modern times been thbughtto prove that the 
apostle John not only kn^w of the custom, but that h^ 
sanctioned it, and even commanded the whole day 
weekly to be kept as the sabbath in the room of the 
old one. But I have already shown that this< does not 
appear from Scripture; aijd therefore if St. Ignatius 
had really quoted the expression as from the Revela- 
tion, and commented upon it agreeably to its modem 
sense and applicatidn, notwithstanding bSs opportuni* 
ties for knowing the opinion and practice of the apo»* 
tie John on the subject, bis interpretation could not 
have been received according to the Protestant maxim^ 
which admits of no new doctrine er precept upon the 
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ground of tradition. But be neYet vaea the expressioD 
<< Lord's day/' as a quoution, (if he uset it at all,) and 
his not quoting and arguing from it, I have stated to be 
one of my reasons for thinking the words to be an inters 
polatten. As to the question how he or any other came 
to call the first day << Lord's day," if he did not take 
it from the Revelation, I answer, as before, that when 
the authors of the custom (whoever they were, and 
whether they lived in the time of the apostles or after* 
wards) agreed to distinguiim the first day in the man- 
ner that has been mentioned, nothing was more natural 
for them than to^ive the day a new name, as they did 
that o€ the crucifixion ; and considering their object, 
what name was more appropriate than <^ Lord's day," 
c« ^ Christ's day ?"• 

., Whether the day was dbserved so often as weekly 
at the beginning, or whether it was confined to ^ Eas- 
ier Sunday," which is noticed l>y St. Ignatius with equal 
zeal, cannot be known. The love-feast seems to have 
quickly given way to an entertainment more sumptu- 
ous and luxurious, if any judgment can be fqjrmed of it 
from the nature of a festival by which the day was 
called for agesy and the repeated prohibitions issued 
against fasting on it. As to the sanctification of the 
whole day in the manner of a sabbath, (Isaiah Ivtii. IS.) 
the term <^ festival," even a religious one, neither usu* 
ally implies any such thing, nor does it appear to have 
existed till after many centuries. 



* The day, however, was not exclusively or generally called 
** Lord's day," till the fourth centuiy; which is an objection to 
its divine origin and present appUcatioa. 
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No one can wonder at the origin I have assigned 
for the custom in question^ who recollects the numher 
of days that are accounted sacred^ in part at least, in 
the Latin and Greek churches, and how many anniver- 
saries are distinguished from other days among Protes- 
tants in our own time, by abstinence from secular em- 
ployment, attendance on pubiie worship, and festinttes. 
There are reasons given for them all ; but Scriptund 
authority neither is nor can be pleaded for any of them 
as enjoining them. According to Grotius, these public 
manifestations of thankfulness and joy on the first day 
were at first optional: but the instructions of Fathers, 
and the decrees of Councils, soon made tibem obliga« 
tory. Their proving injurious to the sacred regard 
paid to the seventh day agreeably to the Fourth Com« 
mandment, with which regard they were associatted till 
the time of Gonstantine, and their iinai triumph over 
it in the Christian-Roms^ empire, are not the only in* 
Btances in which human traditions have superseded a 
divine precept. The persecutions every where raised 
against* the Jews aAer the destruction of their city and 
temple by the Romans, and the risk run by the Chris- 
tians of being confounded with them and of being 
treated like them, on account of their keeping the 
same sabbath, tended greatly to fadtitate and extend 
liie observatice o£ the first day festival, as it was called* 
The festival being weekly, as well as the seventh day 
sabbath-— its services being the same^4he respect it 
apparently showed to Christ — and the inconvenience of 
keeping two days together, strengthened this tenden- 
cy. To the decrees of Coostaotioe, however, in fa- 
vour of this day exclusively, in opposition to the Far 



Hosts «ld Cooodb that bwi prececkdf «nd> «9 fwr «ii to 
kaowQi iiri(hoiit«irei9 taUog tte aaoteef aoy.^pMO^U 

0[»jQioo, tbut ^9fv$ififi^ tbroiighpttt CbrMfo4om wbid» 
it hw ever since poHBfitaeiL 

If thi« ^cmtxt 0C tb»Qt\gki irhence prooeodiid lU^ 
regard paid io thd ^ariy ages of Christiaaity lo tbe fidst 
diay Jbe ofoje^ted to ^ f esting oa cof^ecfi^e, J fepiy* 
that I do not pretend to state the precite faf^ ^. wbicb 
history gives ao inform^tioti. Iq a case where (as I 
have shown) I am not obiiged to giva asy aeooant at 
ally ^onjectura. is quite saffideot. The suppoaitioa is 
not like that by vbich the premlfittce af Sabbatariaor 
ism hi the ages beifore Ctooaiaattoe has beeq attea:ipted 
to be accounted Cory naiaely, the acoooaiBodatuBig spirM: 
of the <j>ie«.tile conveits li^ward tb^ir biwthre^ Uom 
among Aiie Jews, aboiu whieh the !Kew TastameiM; and 
the Fathefs a^ equaUy silenty and vhicby till the of 
peal. of th^ old sabbaih be prevedy maybe aecounted 
for much more naturally. and satisfactorily* The coo- 
jecture I have hazarded is possiblcy and even highly 
probable, considering the numerous declarations made 
by individuals and public bodies of the greatest respec- 
tahility who kept the first day, that its claim rested en- 
tirely on the authority of the Church. In short, the 
Scriptures were never appealed to on the subject till 
the time of the Puritans. St. Ignatius, as already no- 
ticed, states his recommendation of it only as an idea 
of his own ; and the subsequent writers either express v 
their own opinion in like manner, or follow his. 

I wish to remind my Baptist friends of the accounts 
giveny by themy of the origin of Paedobaptism, and the 
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Dissenters in general of the sources whencei in their 
opinion, Episcopacyi together with the fasts and feasts 
obsenred in the primitive Church, particularly Easter 
Sunday, had their rise. They are naentioned as early 
in Ecclesiastical History as the first day is. I perfect- 
ly agree with my fViends respecting the probability of 
these accounu : but ihey are as incapable of being prov- 
ed, as my hypothesis concerning the origin of sancti- 
fying the first day. 

I observe, finally, that my pious friends in the Es- 
tablishment no more approve than I do of the corrup- 
tions of Christianity in the second and third centuries 
noticed by Justin Martyr, TertuUian, and others : such 
as carrying the Eucharist to private houses after it had 
been consecrated at Church i mingling water with the 
wine used in the Holy Supper; and the invocation of 
departed saints. But their modes of accounting for 
these abuses, though extremely probable, can no more 
be proved to the satisfaction of an opponent, than my 
conjecuye relative to Sunday. 
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CHAP. IX. 



BIFFERENOSS OF OPINION CONCERNING THE COMMENCE-' 
MBNT AND TERMINATION OP THE SCRIPTURAL WEEK*' 
LY SABBATH. 

It has already been noticed, that in En^iflandy be* 
tween the Time of Edgar (before the Norman conqaest) 
and the reign of King John, that is, for more than 
200 years, the weekly sabbath began at three o^cIock 
on the seventh day afternoon, and continued till twelve 
6'clock on Sunday night. [See Rapines History of 
the Church.] In Scotland, during a part at least of 
this period, in the reign of William the Lion, cotem- 
porary with Henry the Second of England, fte sab- 
bath ended at the same time that it did here : but it 
began eariiecy namely, at cwelve o'ck)ckat noon, on 
the 8e;ventb day. [See Merer, p. 290.] With these 
exceptions, SQ far as I know, all Christians who ob- 
served the first day have ever included it between 
the seventh day at midnight and the midnight follow* 

The Sabbatarians begin and end their sabbath diA 
ferently ; observing it from the evening of Friday, till 
the evening of the day following. They do not agree 
with the modem Jews in this poinl^ if what is reported 
of them be true, that they keep their sabbath from six 
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on the former of these evenings, till six on the latter 
of them. 

I propose to make a few remarks on the arguments 
adduced by the dMTefent f»tiits ki f)lvour of their res- 
pective practices. Whatever reason our English an- 
cestors and the Scots had for commencing their sabbath 
80 many faoun beibie the time c^ its present be$:]i»« 
niiig^^whether h was n relte . of. ttie avcieiit pmctice 
among Christians in general till the fourth- century of 
keeping the seventh day, as well as the first day, or 
whet&CF the extraordinaiy fabafs wcf 6 intended t6 fcjb 
eiBplo3red in preparing for the aaBbalh rather tbesi io 
he a pact of it^ it is now Jigveed by ull^ I believe^ #fa« 
think the sei^enth 4by sabbatlb is fepeated^that the tnUm 
torn has no fonndatioD in 9ieripfaf8« > * ' * 

i pvoceed to examine thu gvoundb for the genenA 
pvaetice among Christians for kefefrihg the sabbath 
from midntglit to midnight. < The cause' miMt be )dok^ 
ed for, 1 suppnae, i» the crrlt lapode of reokaifittg tlh# 
begioning atid ending of ihe days amotigtbe lowland 
jm the tana of tfte apastUw^ which appears to b^'tfie 
Moie as that used chiefly in the €iyilize#worlil »^ fho 
present time. Tbus^ iti Johi?^ i'bttp. xx. wh«t is called 
^M OfeniHg of the irdc day When Chfisfr visited his (fia- 
elples who were assimibled^ibget^r, was pi^eri^fy the 
portion of time that would now be called the Sunday 
eveniitg; At Am i^#, th^efore, it would seem that the 
«4b6er?er of tite first d^ aeted rightly m beginning and 
MdlHg his sabbath at the times when, acrbirding to the 
elv§l aeeaunt, Sunday n reekoned to begi» and endC 
If, however, the seventh day sabbath was reckoned by 
the divine command from evening to evening, and if 
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this time of keeping it was founded not on any custota 
peculiar to the Jews, or on the ceremonial law, but on 
the order in which it pleased the Blessed God to reck- 
on the parts of the natural day at the creation, it will' 
then be for the person who keeps the first day, as be- 
ing substituted by the divine command for the seventh, 
to consider whether his sabbath should not be kept in 
like manner from eveniag to evening, that is, from 
the evening of the seventh, till the evening of the first 
day. 

But Dr. Wallis does not accede to either of these 
sentiments. He denies that the Jews did keep the sab- 
bath from the Friday to the seventh day evening. He 
denies also that the divine command required them so 
to keep it, whether it be taken from the passage << from 
evening to evening ye shall celebrate my sabbaths," or 
from the account given by Moses of the day at the 
creation. He wiU have it, that the term evening signi^ 
fies midnight. 

I do not agree with him in either of his assertions* 
The first of them, namely, that the Jews did not keep 
the sabbath partly on Friday and partly on the se* 
venth day, according to the civil reckoning, is found- 
ed on the narratives of the evangelists relative to the 
interval between our Lord's expiring on the cross, 
and the first visit paid to his sepulchre by the wo- 
men on the morning of the first day. Dr. Wallis 
thinks that the women had not time to prepare their 
spices after the body of our Lord was taken down from 
the cross and laid in the sepulclire, without trench- 
ing on the sacred season, if the sabbath commence 
.^d as soon as it became dark. He also thinks that 

V 
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the expression, <Mn the end of the sabbath, when it be- 
gan to dawn toward the first day of the week/' implies 
that the sabbath did not end till just before day-break, 
if not broad day-light, th^ext morning. But though 
one of the evangelists says ^' the evening was come'^ 
before Joseph went to Pilate, the phrase noight not be 
intended to be understood literally, as if day-light was 
quite gone, but as when we speak of taking a walk in 
the evening; neither is it likely that the application to 
Pilate was delayed so long after three o'clock, when 
our Lord died— indeed it was so soon after his death, 
that doubts were entertained whether he was really 
dead : so that there was abundance of time after- 
wards, at that season of the year, for the women to 
perform the benevolent but secular act recorded of 
them, before it was dark. As to the sabbath seeming 
to have ended just before day-l^reak the next morning, 
in that case the sabbath must have continued much 
longer than midnight on the seventh day evening, and 
consequently long beyond the time that Dr. Wallis 
himself assigns for its termination. But the evangelist 
does not say how long the sabbath was past, but only 
that it was past ; and the visit not having been paid 
the evening before, might be owing to a cause very di^ 
ferentfrom the continuance of the sabbath. 

Dr. Wallis's opinion, therefore, that the Jews kept 
the sabbath from midnight to midnight, receives not 
that support from the narr|itives just considered, which 
he thinks it does. Nor is he more correct in his judg- 
ment concerning the meaning of the expressions 
" from evening to evening," and " the evening and the 
morning were &c." They do not signify from twelve 
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o'clock one night to twelve o'clock the next night after. 
The account of the first Passover is the only authentic 
iliostration given us of the sense in which the former 
of these phrases is to be understood ; and this mentions 
many acts that would occupy much time prior to mid« 
nighty when the angel of destruction went forth 
through the land of Egypt ; such as the choosing the 
lamb, killing it, sprinkling its blood outside the house, 
dressing it, and partaking of it ready equipped for the 
journey in prospect. With regard to the latter phrase, 
nothing can be clearer than that in the account of the 
creation by the inspired writer, the expression evening 
and morning signifies the dark and light parts of the 
twenty-four hours, the former of which begins several 
hours before midnight, and the latter as many hours 
after midnight. The middle of a thing, and conse- 
(juently of night, never can be its beginning, any more 
than its end. 

As a Sabbatarian, therefore, being of opinion that 
the seventh day sabbath continues in force, and that it 
is inseparable from the Fourth Commandment, I keep 
it as the Jews were ordered to keep it ; that is, from the 
commencement of darkness on the sixth day, to the 
termination of light on the seventh day. 1 do not 
agree with the modern Jew>, if they keep it ail the 
year round from six o'clock in the afternoon on one 
day, to the same hour in the afternoon on the day 
following.* This may or may not be from evening to 

* I very much doubt whether the author's information on this 
point was correct. Dr. Brown. a very learned, inteUigent wri- 
ter on the customs and manners of the Jews, says, ** as the sun 
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evening. Lawful as it may be in estimating the natiir* 
al day to alter in various forms the original order of 
darkness and light on a civil account, it does not ap- 
pear to me that leave has been granted by the Divine 
Being to do this respecting the sabbath. The expres- 
sions se^nnight and fortnight in ouf language, derived 
from the Saxons, seem to me to be remains of the cus-^ 
tom introduced by the Divine Being himself at the 
creatioOy of reckoning the darkness before the light in 
the account of a day, which the dark division and 
the light division, added together, compose. The Sax* 
ons appear to have derived it from tradition, as they did 
also their customs of dividing time into weeks, and of 
worshipping Satur or Saturn on the seventh day — ^the 



sets at difTerent times, in different seasons of the year, the mo-^ 
dem Jews commonly place at the end of theii rituals, an exact 
calculation of the hours when the sabbath ought to beffiu* 
The foUowingis that of the Jews at Amsterdam : 
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deity who, according to the Greek language, denoted 
Time. There would be no way of accounting for the 
expressions alluded to, that were in use among the an- 
cients, if the day had always been reckoned from 
midnight, as it is at present in the civil account — at 
least in many countries. 

Mr. Wright, whom I have mentioned before, thinks 
that -Moses took his estimate of the natural day from 
the Egyptians, who began their account of it in the 
evening. I think it far more probable, on the contra- 
ry, that the Egyptians derived their custom by tradi- 
tion fram what passed and was introduced at the crea- 
tion. Ci is not very Kkely, nor very consistent with the 
sacred character and dignity of Revelation, that Mo- 
ses, an inspired writer, however '^ learned in all the 
wisdom of «he Egyptians," would in his account of 
what happened before the existence of any nation, be 
guided and influenced by the opinion and custom of a 
particular nation, and one that was no less idolatrous, 
than hostile to himself and his countrymen. The 
same writer notices that there are nations who begia 
their account of the day neither in the evening at the 
commencement of darkness, nor at midnight, but at 
noon. I do not see how this observation ought to af^ 
feet the question when the sabbath should commence, 
any more than that of the possibility of confining the 
sabbath itself by a divine institution to a paVticular day 
ef the week for mankmd in general, whether the day 
be the seventh or the first. Our first parents certainly 
knew on what day of the week they were created, 
whether they came into being iu the dark or in the 

t^ 



\ 

V 

\ 



246 Commencement and Termmatitm 

light part of it. They knew that those parts compos*- 
ed the whole day, and probably knew not at first any 
other divisions, or any subdivisipns of it. . They doubts 
less knew the first sabbath^ and that it was sanctified or 
set apart /or them to de?ote to God^ not because they^ 
but because God had worked the six preceding days. 
They knew also when the seventh day came again which 
was to be their second sabbath, and which they were to 
keep, not because they had worked the six preceeding 
days, but because, whether they had done so or not, it 
was the weekly return of the first sabbath. Thus they 
themselves could neither be ignorant, nor forget, with"^ 
out incurring guilt, either the day that was to be sanc- 
tified, or its commencement, which was the comnience-^ 
ment of darkness the day before, according to the 
civil account : neither were they at liberty to transr 
fer the sabbath to a different day, by the expedient 
of keeping two sabbaths tog:ether, and working six 
days afterwards ; and yet if they could not, where i» 
the propriety of saying, as Mr* W. does, that the se«^ 
venth part of time only was instituted ? 

The observations just niade relative to the day 
kept by our first parents, and itie time when it began, 
apply.to their posterity while they lived on or near the 
same spot with them. Nor urould emigration tu the 
east or^west make any differ^ice with regard to their 
keeping the day, which was the seventh, except they 
lost their reckoning; and it would be their own gross 
fault if they did. As to the time of beginning ^beir 
sabbath, it would be their duty to begin it when dark- 
ness began to usher it in at the place where they were^ 
whatever might be the state of some other people at 
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that moment with respect to light and darkness; Sup^ 
posing even any of the nations to have lost their reck- 
oning of days^ there is every reason to believe, as al« 
ready shown, that the ancient Patriarchs and the Jews 
did not lose their's, and that their's is the source of, or 
at least was the same with, that which is prevalent 
among the modern Jews and among Christians. The 
time when a nation chooses to begin its civil day^ ▲ 
irhether midnight, noon, or any other, need not, and 
ought not, to affect the Scriptural sabbath day, nor the 
time of its commencement.* 

Mr. Wright tliinks, with som^others^ that the three 
first days of the first week differed from the lour follow 

*The author*! opinion concerning the commencement anct 
termination of the Scriptural sabbath, viz. from sun-set on the 
fixth day to sun-set on the seventh day, is substantiated by the 
testimony of Dr. Brown, Josephus, and others. Dr. Brown saysy 
** In the days of our Saviour, from the time of the evening sac* 
rifice of the sixth day, which was killed at the eighth hour and a 
half, or half past two, and offered up at the ninth hour and a half, 
or half past three, began what was called Oreh Eshebbeth, the 
preparation for, or eve of, the sabbath, when the people ceased 
from their ordinary labour, prepared their victuals for the sabbath, 
trimed their beards, and washed their faces, hands and feet, &c« 
A little before sun-set, when the sabbath was about to com- 
mence, they lighted their sabbath caudle in token of rejoicing, 
from which none were exempted. The time from sun-set till 
the appearing of three stars of the middle magnitude, was call- 
ed Bin Eshemeshuths between the suns; because they were in 
doubt to which of the days it belonged: and he that wrought in 
that space was bound to bring a sin offering," (Antiq. vol. Ip, 
479,) and Josephus informs us, *< that there was a place in the 
court ofthe temple called Pastophoria, where -one the of priest* 
of the coufie stood, and gave a signal befoiehand, with a tru»* 
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ing daysy and perhaps from each other, in length, he- 
cause it was the fourth day before the sun was made. 
I know not what purpose is to be answered 6y the hy- 
pothesis, except it be to -show that the successive se- 
venth days had shorter or longer intervals of time be- 
tween them than existed between the beginning of the 
first day and the first sabbath, and tliat therefore there 
could be no institution at the close of the creation 
that confined the sabbath to a particular day of the 
week. But the ground of this conjecture fails. It was 
as easy for the Great Creator to make each of the 
three first days, consisting of darkness and light, of 
the same length as that of any day that followed, with- 
out the sun, as with the sun ; and as the three first as 
well as the four last are called eUiys, there is no doubt 
that he did. 

Once more :^^Mr. Wright, as well as Dr. Wallis, 
speaks of the uncertainty respecting the time of day 
when the sun made his appearance for the first time; 
that is, I suppose they mean, it is uncertain whether it 
was noon at the time in Paradise, the sun being on the 
meridian of that place, or whether it was there at what 
is now called sun-rising or sun-setting, or at any time 
between. Be it which it might, there is no reason why 
it should afiect the time of the commencement, con- 
tinuance, or termination of the light and darkness 
which existed during the three preceding days^ any 



pet, at the beginning of every seventh day, in the evening twi- 
light; as also at the evening, when that day was finished, giving 
notice to the people when tbey were to leave off work, and when 
tl^ey might begia to work again.**— Wars, iv. 9. Mmer* JPu^, 
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more than it ivould^ had the sun been only behind a 
doud during the whole of the enlightened part of those 
days. All the difference would be this, that what ex- 
isted before without any division, or distinction of 
names, perhaps without any to be named, except those 
of darkness and light, would henceforth consist of night, 
midnight, morning twilight, sun-rise, forenoon, noon, 
afternoon, and evening twilight, though it is uncertain 
which of these the meridian of Paradise had when the 
sun appeared in the sky for the first time.* 



* Had there been any people to the east or west of Paradise 
at the time the sun was ** made," the darkness which had bith* 
erto marked the be^nning of a new day, and of a sabbath, would 
have happened at the same time that it would have taken place 
if there had been no sun, however differently they might have 
named the hour of the different civil accounts of days now exist* 
ing had been then established.* The times, indeed, in which 
darkness would take place in these opposite directions, could 
not of course correspond with the moment of time at which 
it would take place in Paradise, on account of the differ- 
ence of meridians. But it would be the business of each 
to regard the time of its happening in the country where he 
lived, unmindful whether it took place sooner or later, and how 
long, (supposing him to know,) in another, with which he would 
have nothiog to do till he removed to that country, any more 
than the man has, who has obligations to fulfil on a particular 
day of the month tDwaribi one wfao nves in a remote part, east or 
west. This is all the difference that could happen to the de- 
scendants of the first human pair, without their own fault, in re- 
moving from Paradise; and it furnishes no excuse for changing 
the original order of the day, or the original time for commenc- 
ing the sabbath, whatever civil account of a day's commence- 
ment may have been instituted in a particular country. I do 
not, therefore, agree with Mi*. Wright in the Note onjp. 10 of the 
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Work already referred to, if he means that the ancients and 
modems under different meridians might keep the sabbath ofl 
what day of the week they pleased, and begin it when they 
pleased. 

If the reader should think that either here or elsewhere I 
have entered into discussions too minute or profound, I request 
him to recollect, that I am not the appellant but the respondent 
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CHAP. X. 



DIFFERENCES OF OPINION CONCERNINO THE SUPPOSED 
LAWFULNESS OF MAN TO TRANSFER THE SCRIFTUflAL 
WEEKLY SABBATH TO ANOTHER DAY. 

Strange as the idea may seem^ at first view, that 
God would under any circumstances permit his laws to 
be dispensed with by his creatures, there are many 
who act as if they thought he wpuld do this, and some, 
I believe, that really think he will, whether they ven- 
ture to say so or not. AH those who refuse to search 
the Scriptures on the subject, though they are totally 
unacquainted with the argument, or who, though they 
are secretly and sometimes avowedly convinced that 
God has appointed a certain day to be kept, liveia 
the habit of substituting another for it, appear to me 
to act upon the principle just mentioned. With re- 
gard to supposing any persons to think so who do not 
distinctly avow the sentiment, unjust as it may seem, 
at first view, to affirm this of them, it is not unjust to 
attribute an opinion to one who avows it virtually, 
though not explicitly. What other judgment can be 
formed, for instance, of Dr. Wallis's sentiment, who 
first takes pains in the usual way to prove the sanctifii- 
cation of the first day obligatory upon Christians by 
divine authority, and afterwards endeavours to show 
that no particular day caq be thus binding upon all 
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men, because on various accounts they cannot all keep 
it at the same moment of absolute time, or know for 
certain that it is the weekly return of the resurrection- 
day, and professes his willingness to keep as a sab- 
hath the day that the nation appoints, be it what day it 
may? 

Reluctant, however, as individuals may feel to avow 
an opinion which evidently manifests such irrever- 
ence of the Deity as that of supponng that he would 
allow a Scriptual sabbath to be dispensed with by any 
one, there are not wanting excuses for entertaining it 
The Divine Being allowed the Jews, by means of 
Moses, to put away their wives, though ^^from the be- 
ginning it was not so ;'' and if he dispenses with his 
law in one instance, why should he not, it is asked, in 
another ? But it does not follow, because -he allows an 
inspired person to do this, that he will allow an unin- 
spired person to do it. 

Again : — ^it is urged that the Blessed God <^ will 
have mercy, and not sacrifice." But this passage of 
Scripture does not mean that he would dispense with 
offering sacrifice, when it did not interfere with the 
exercise of benevolence : neither does our Lord's ap- 
plication of it to the case of his disciples, when on the 
sabbath day they plucked the ears of corn, and ate to 
appease their hunger, imply that the observance of the 
sabbath may be dispensed with in favour of works that 
are required neither by necessity nor mercy. Wheth- 
er such works ever exist, will be seen in the course of 
the Chapter. 

There are, however, reasons assigned for the cred- 
ibility of . the Divine Being's willingness to dispense 
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with liis law in the case of the Scriptural sabbath, 
which will require a more particular examination. It 
has been urged, that as one day is as good as another 
for the weekly sabbath, provided it be after six days' 
labour, it cannot be a material object to the Deity what 
day is kept, even if he has appointed a day in particu- 
lar, so that one be kept. But if it was so immaterial 
to him which day of the week was sanctified, why did 
he fix on one in particular for .sanctification ? Why 
did he not leave it to man to sanctify which of the 
seven he pleased ? Some, indeed, are of opinion that 
he actually has done so. Whether or no that be the 
fact, may be collected from the foregoing Chapters.* 
At present,! suppose my opponents to admit that there 
is a Scriptural sabbath. To them I answer, then, that 
Indifferent as it may appear to man which of the seven 
days in the week be kept, provided one be kept, it 



* It does not follow that God means the seventh part of time 
to continue sacred, on account of his having once consecrated 
a particular day. Had that heen his design, he would either 
.have continued the day, or substituted another for it. It is in- 
credible that he should first appoint the day himself, and after- 
wards leave it to be appointed by man. A day of his appoint- 
ment would surely answer the purpose as well as any day of 
human appointment, and could as easily be kept by man. It 
does not follow, from the possibility of man's changing God's 
day through acddent or design, that God will acquiesce in the 
error. It was as easy for God to have instituted one day in 
seven generally, as to have named a particular day; and he would 
no doubt have done so, had that been all which he intended.-!- 
Nations might have concurred in any day, as they do now, if 
God did not prescribe a particular one. 

w 
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may not appear to to the Denj. It evidestly does not 
appear so to him, not only by his appointing one in 
particolar, but by his assigning a reason €ot it He 
appointed the seTenth day originally, because on that 
day be rested after the creation. He appointed the 
first day, (according to the general opinion, though 
not that of the Sabbalarians,) because onr Lord rose 
from the dead on it. Ndther of'^these reasons is trans^ 
ferable to another day ; and therefore as another day 
would be improper for commemorating either of those 
events, however proper it might be in itself for answer- 
ing moral and religious purposes, it b nel likely that 
he would sanetiott the change. Yet without his fa- 
vour and blessing, it cannot reasonably be expected 
that the mere suitsd>leness of a day to a purpose, espe- 
cially of so exalted and difficult a nature as. that of re- 
ligious benefit, would with hitman skill and endeavour 
be available to that purpose, in the absence of divine 
power efiectually concurring, or that it would be grant- 
ed in such a case as I have supposed. If the degree of 
success that it seems warranted to expect on a Scriptu- 
ral sabbath, should without warrant for such expecta«- 
tion attend the day, it would no more prove that the 
Divine Being authorizes it, or that he will ultimately 
bless it, than the prosperity 'of the wicked proves that 
Ood loves them, or than the extensive spread of Popery 
for many ages, proves that the Reformation was either 
vnnessary or improper. The utmost that the success 
of the day would prove is, that the regard due to the 
day of God's appointment was not so predominating a 
consideration with him, as that he should, fof a while at 
least, not sufi*er tlie tendency of leisure aiSbrded week- 
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]y for watting upon him, aod of embracing that leisure, 
though to the neglect of a divine institution, to fail of 
its natural effect, or that he should deviate from the 
usual course of providence, in order to transfer the cir- 
cumstances which possess this tendency to his own 
day. But no conscientious seeker after divine truth, 
or observer of it in small things* as well as in great 
ones, can on tliis account think that the Divine Being 
is himself willing to dispense with, or that another 
should dispense with, any of his laws. 

The reader will easily perceive, that I allude to the 
long and widely-extended course of spiritual prosperi- 
ty which has accompanied the observance of the first 
day. I certainly think it possible that such prosperity 
might exist, notwithstanding many who kept the day 
were conscious that they neglected the Scriptural sab^ 
bath, as appears from their own Confessions, and not- 
withstanding there are numbers more, who, though 
they have opportunity for seeing the light, if they 
choose, yet come ilot to it. If, then, the prosperity 
just mentioned may exist tinder such circumstances^ 
how much more may it exist, where the observer of 
the first day, a<l:er honest inquiry, thinks that he is in 
the the right, whether he be really so or not, or where 
suspicion has never been awakened by suggestions to 
the contrary ? There can be no doubt that there are 
instances of both these cases, and that those belong- 
ing to the last case are very numerous. 

* The expressions, " Prove all things ; hold fast that which 
is good:" *< Let every one be fully persuaded in his own mind:" 
and *< Whatsoever is not of fiiith is sin;" refer to no authority ex- 
clusively. 
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Spiritual prosperity attendiog a different day, there- 
fore, from that which may or may not, in the opinion 
of the observer, or only in his opinion, be the Scriptu* 
ral sabbath, affords no proof that the Divine Being 
sanctions it. 

Were the first and seventh days to exchange situa- 
tions relative to human policy, their success would 
most probably be reversed with their situations, though 
their state with respect to the Scriptures v^ould remain 
just the same. No Protestant thinksthat Popery and 
Protestantism are alike approved of by the Deity, on 
account of the immense number of instances in which 
Roman Catholics were doubtless converted and edified, 
during ages of involuntary ignorance and of mistaken 
conviction, though cases of wilful disobedience to the 
truth were far from being wanting.* 

But the strongest argument in favour of a power 
lodged with man of dispensing with a divine law re- 
mains to be considered. It has been asked, Supposing 
a day to have been appointed by the Legislature for 
consecration in a particular country — ought not that 
appointment, if it does not dictate the sense of Scrip- 
ture, at least to warrant a departure from that sense by 
the country and by individuals in it, especially when 
the appointment is no other than that which has long 
prevailed aiid still prevails, in every country where 



* Were the contrary sentiment just, the necessity for inquir- 
ing into the will of Ood,. respecting the non-essentials of religion 
would be superseded. It would be merely requisite to considei 
which description of religious people had the g^test number of 
the truly pious in it. 
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the divioe authority of the Scriptures is acknowledg- 
ed ? 

The question to be answered is of peculiar hazard: 
but I feel confident that it will adniit of an answer 
consistent not only with conscientiousness, but with 
loyalty aud obedience to the laws, with the love of 
peace, with attention to social order, with respect for 
public opinion, and with esteem for the truly pious of 
every description. I begin, then, with asserting, that 
though the laws of the country and of Christendom or- 
der the first day in every way to be kept to that extent 
which human wisdom and power can take cognizance 
of and enforce, they nowhere pretend, in this nation at 
least, to interfere with the right of individuals to deter- 
mine the sense of Scripture for themselves, and to act 
apon it so far as is compatible with the rights of others 
—particularly those of the public. Whatever claim 
the National Church may make to the power of <' de- 
ereeing rites and ceremonies, and to authority in mat- 
ters of faith,'' it expressly specifies that its determina- 
tions are not to be contrary to the word of God; nor 
does it assume a right to decide in what cases such a 
repugnancy takes place in opposition to the rights of 
private judgement. In the late Toleration Act, [A. D. 
181*2,] which reflects such honour upon the Legislature, 
the Government, and all who were concerned in draw- 
ing it up and in contributing to its passing through the 
two Houses of Parliament, the utmost attention is shown 
to that solemn declaration of the apostle, a declaration 
of universal concern, " Every one of us must give ac- 
count of himself to God." 

w 
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I shall not now show the consistence of holding and 
acting upon this principle, in determining the Scriptur- 
al sabbath and observing it each one for himself, with 
obedience to the laws, and with deference to pablie 
opinion. There will be occasion to discuss this topic 
m the course of the next Chipter. In the mean time 
I request leave to avow my fullest and firmest convic- 
tion of their perfect consistency ; and I add, with res- 
pect to the practical effect of it on the part of the Sab- 
batarians, notwithstanding the repeated convictions of 
transgressing the law relative to the first day by pro- 
fessed observers of it, there has^not been a single in* 
stance for these fifty years at least of a Sabbatarian be- 
ing charged with the same ofience, whatever privation* 
and disadvantages he is required to labour under. 

To proceed. — It certainly does not foUow that the 
nations of Christendom^ or that this nation in particu- 
lar, mistake the day tliey should keep as the weekly 
sabbath, because some in a country are of that opinion. 
But supposing, for a moment, that this nation, for in- 
stance, were to discover itself to be in an error in this 
respect, would the nation be justified in thinking that 
It might dispense with what, upon the present supposi- 
tion, it deems to be the law of God ? With all proper 
respect for my native country, I feel myself compelled 
to reply, that I do not consider a nation as possessing 
a license wilfully to transgress a command of God un- 
der any circumstances whatever. Happily, my coun- 
try is in no such predicament. It does not profess to 
believe that the Scriptural sabbath day is difierent from 
the day it observes; even if it did think that the first 
day was no sabbalh by divine appointments For ex- 
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cept ia the case relative to the, restraint laid upon the 
Sabbatariaus oq the first day, (which, whether it be righl 
or not, it is the duty of the Sabbatarians to submit to^) 
I am not aware that the country has enacted any thing 
relative to that day which is at all contrary to Scripture, 
as I propose to show in the next Chapter. It does not 
appear to me that the country would be chargeable 
with the sin before mentioned, except it wer^e to forbid 
or to neglect the observance of the seventh day in op- 
position to conviction that this day was still the weekly 
sabbath by divine authority* 

It may be asked, however, whether the country 
would not be warranted, were the case last mentioned 
ever to be realized, in acting contrary to its conviction, 
in order to shun the serious inconvenience, either of 
keeping two sabbaths, or of effecting a transfer which 
would materially interfere with the habits of private 
individuals and families, the transactions of one part of 
the country with another, and the intercourse subsist* 
ing between this nation and foreign nations. I answer, 
that it is not yery probable that the conviction suppos- 
ed will take place soon, if ever ; and that it will be 
time enough for the country to consider what it would 
be its duty to do in such a case, when the case occurs. 
But if a reply is required for the sake of argument, I 
confess that it strikes me, that any inconvenience ought 
to be submitted to, rather than that the law of God 
should be wilfully neglected or violated ; and that God 
would in the end cause the good arising from self-de- 
nial to exceed the evil. In my opinion, the observance 
of the seventh day could not possibly be dispensed 
with by the nation in the case just stated. With res- 
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pect to the regard at present paid by it to the first day^ 
I shall have occasion to show that the utmost regard 
which a nation is able to take cognizance of or to en- 
force, even in the case of a single individual, falls far 
short — infinitely short^~of that regard which^ accord-^ 
ing to the First Chapter of this Work, is included ia 
the Scriptural notion of sanctifying the weekly sab- 
bath. Ify however, the regard claimed by the law of 
the land for the first day, uncommensurate as it is to 
sanctification according to the Scriptures, sufiiciently 
interrupts the course of business and pleasure through 
the nation, to merit the name of sanctification, I do 
not see how the nation, in the state of mind supposed, 
could avoid either transferring the interruption to an* 
other day^ or submitting to a similar one on that day, 
without gross injury to piety. It was not the Divine 
Being who brought the nation into the dilemma here 
supposed. The seventh day, which the nation is now 
supposed to consider as still the scriptural sabbath, is as 
well adapted in itself to the exercise and improvement 
of devotion, of practical piety, and of morality, as the 
first day. It is true, he permitted the ancient Fathers 
and Councils of the Christian Church to associate the 
first day with the seventh in observing the weekly sab- 
bath, as also the Emperor Constantine (who probably 
wished to gratify Rome and Alexandria, which were 
hostile to the seventh day, and who acted under the in- 
fluence of Pope Sylvester) to confine, by several edicts 
the weekly sabbath to the first day, in opposition to the 
sense and practice of the Christian Church before his 
time, and without so much as calling a council on the 
occasion : but the Divine permission of evil (if it be 
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evil) is DO excuse either for its introduction or its con- 
tinuance. 

I am supposing, I repeat, the mass of the different 
orders of people in the country, and particularly those 
in whom the elective franchise is legally invested, the 
Legislature, and the Government, to feel a conviction 
which it is not likely that they will feel — namely, that 
the day which the nation sanctifies is different from 
that which the Scriptures have appointed to be sancti« 
fied. In that case I have affirmed that there would be 
no occasion for the country, except it chose, to alter 
the laws relative to Sunday ; though the obligation to 
keep the other day would be indispensably necessary 
on a religious ground. The inconvenience which in- 
dividuals and families at large would sustain, are no 
other than those which the Sabbatarian individuals and 
families have Uniformly experienced since the indis- 
criminate prohibition of secular employment in an ex- 
ternal and public manner, and that in times and places 
when there was a considerable number of them.* But 



* The convenience and benefits resulting to t country from 
iU inhabitants keeping the same day ft>r the weekly sabbath, can- 
not confer a right on the nation to disregard a day, which, in its 
own opinion, the Scriptures may have enjoined. The nation 
might have had the advantages referred to by keeping that day 
u well as by keeping another. The Divine Being is under no 
obligation to alter his law, in order to continue the advantages to 
the nation, that is now supposed to be convinced of having un- 
happily fallen ioto the error of keeping a wrong day, and that 
finds it extremely inconvenient to transfer, its regard to the right 
one: especially as it is at liberty to continue sanctifying the 
wrong day as much as it has it in its power to enforce the 
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if the inconveniences attending such a partial regard 
would appear intolerable to the nation, were it called 
upon to fed them in consequence of sanctifying, from 
a sense of religious obligation, a difiereot day for the 
sabbath, the total abandonment of religious regard fbr 
the first day which would be requisite to shun them, 
however great and widely extended the change, it 
would not be so totally unparalleled in history, as to 
famish it with an excuse for supposing it lawful to pre- 
vent the occasion fbr this change, by wilfully disregard* 
ing a ckivine law. I will not plead the conduct of Rev- 
olutionary France, when it substituted its impious de^ 
cad for the week which mankind received from the 
Deity at the creation, thus transferring the national 
sabbath to a different day, though it remained uncer- 
tain for several years whether the course of events 
would not have given permanency to the change, not- 
withstanding the serious inconvenience it brought up- 
on the whole of France, and upon certain other coun- 
tries that had been conquered and enslaved by the 
French Republic. No— the Sabbatarian was not the 
least forward of his Majesty's subjects, when he heard 
of the success of the British hero, in conjunction with 
that of the allies, and of its happy consequences, to 
exclaim, with admiration, joy, and gratitude, << What 
hath God wrought!'' I wish for no change, either 
about the day for the weekly sabbath, or for any thing 



flanctification of any day, and as much as ii sufficient to answer 
every end it can propose to itself, whether it thinks proper te 
keep the right one in addition, or not 
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else, to be effected by revolutionary means — by any 
coercive power acting upon the Legislature or upon 
the Government. The historical instances I allude to 
in which a nation has sacrificed convenience to a sense 
of duty^ are those which took place at the alteration of 
the style, and above all when the Reformation was sub- 
stituted for Popery^ as the national religion, in difier- 
ent countries. No one can doubt that this last men« 
tioned change must have caused alterations in domesh 
tic economy, in different branches of the home trade, 
in foreign commerce, in the system of public devotion, 
and more especially in the state of various religious 
bodies, that were sorely felt by multitudes for many 
yearar. 

Let it not be said, that there is an incomparable 
difference between a nation's submitting to inconve- 
nience for conscience sake in a case of error so gross, 
complicated, and widely extended as that of the Ro* 
man Catholic religion, and in the case of error in a 
single point, supposing it to be convinced that the day 
appointed in Scripture to be the weekly sabbath has 
been unhappily mistaken. I submit, however, that 
the latter error, were it really one, would not be a trivial 
one. Can any one imagine that a pious Jew, and 
much less Jehovah himself, would have accounted sucb 
an error a trifle, had the whole nation in Judea, or af- 
terwards when resident in many other countries as well 
as in Judea, substituted another day for the seventh 
day ? Would the presumptuous tcansgresvsion of the 
Fourtli Commandment by one who believed in his con- 
science that the expression in the c<Miimandaient <^#et7- 
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enth day/^ always and still means exclusively the day 
commonly called Saturday, and yet did not keep it, 
appear to be a trifle to any real Christian ? Or would 
any observer of the first day, who is anxious for its be- 
ing sanctified by others that acknowledge the divinity 
of its claim, be satisfied with their sanctifying Monday 
in the stead of it ? The error of neglecting the Scrip- 
tural sabbath, if the country believed itself to be in an 
error of that kind, would not be more venerable or ve- 
nial than Popery, on the ground of antiquity and uni- 
versality, being very little if at all more ancient than 
the religious errors of Popery, according to Justin Mar- 
tyr and Tertullian, and not a jot more extensive than 
those once were. Nor do these errors relate to the es- 
sence of religion, any more than an error relative to 
the Scriptural sabbath does. For with all the absurdi- 
ty, superstition, and idolatry, that attached to the Ro- 
man Catholic religion at the time of the Reformation, 
there was still a considerable mixture of truth in its 
creed, of propriety in its observances, and of genuine 
piety in the devotion, spirit, and manners, of many of 
its votaries. Yet other nations as well as our's thought 
proper, (and justly so,) upon conviction, to exchange 
it for Protestantism, notwithstanding the serious incon- 
venience of the measure. The holy matter connected 
with the supposed error under consideration is far great- 
er certainly than in the former case : still, if the fre- 
quent violation of the Fourth Commandment were 
wilful and national, the sin would be far too great and 
extensive to dispense with forsaking it for fear of in- 
convenience, even were a nation justified in dispensing 
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with obedience to the law of God In any instance what- 
soever.* 

But^ as was said before, the nation is not at pres- 
ent convinced that it is dispensing with the divine 
law in this particular, if ever it will be of this opinion. 
It only remains to be considered, therefore, whether in- 
dividuals who are Sabbatarians in judgment, or those 
who « hate the light, neither come to the light," lest 
they should prove such, may dispense with conforming 
to the dictates of conscience on the ground of the se- 
rious inconveniences they would sustain in consequence 
of differing from the national practice. Though it 
may appear self-evident that if the rights of con- 
science cannot be dispensed with by a country, much 
less can they be so by an individual or even a family, 
yet it will be proper for me to make some remarks. 

I wish to premise, that in the remarks I am about 
to make, I am not addressing those who upon Just 
grounds are convinced that the day they observe week- 
ly is the Scriptural sabbath, whatsoever day it be. I 
say upon Just grounds; because I do ftot consider 
their having been bred to it; their relations, friends, 
and connexions, being of that way of thinking ; the 
countenance and example of the pious at large, as well 
as of the nation, being on that side ; and, in short, not 
only their worldly, but also their religious comfort and 
advantage being most promoted by it ; — I repeat, I do 
not consider these, if they are the only grounds, to be 

* The enactment and infliction of puniibment for sabbath- 
lireaking would come with an ili i^race from a Miioa to sitn- 
at«d. 

at 
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just ones for the conviction in question. Na one caii' 
be said to be truly convinced, who is not consctoos to- 
himself that he has carefully examiiied the word of 
God en the subject, praying earnestly to be ted into 
the truth, and for grace to withstand the powerful pre^ 
judices which naturally arise from the circumst^ances 
just enumerated; as also that he i& ready to treat with 
candour and consideraftion whatever may be suggested 
on the contrary- side. It is not easy to answer to the 
character I have been describing, whether the party be 
a Sabbatarian, or differently minded. I am, however, 
far from supposing that my opponent whoever he may 
be, does not answer to it. I only say, that if he does 
he is not concerned i» the remarks thai fo^w. 

1 address those only who are convificed that they 
do not keep that which they think is, or which may be 
for anght tbey know, God's day. Let them belong to 
what religious body, or move in whatsoever sphere> 
they may, I affirm, that no worldly or reKgious ineen* 
veniences can warrant their dispensing with obedience 
to a command of God. Here I shaR be reminded, no 
doubtj iri the case of a Sabbatarian in principle only, 
of the infoads made by my doctrine on the order and 
peace of families every week — of the difficulties at- 
tending in this case the training ap and providing for 
children — of the obstacles thrown io the way of ac- 
quiring or retaining respectability an4 affluence— of the 
detriment oceaQioned to the wealub and prosperity of 
the country — the injury suffered by the poor on ac- 
count of diminishing so considerably the nufnber and 
resources of their employers — and, finally, the very 
great reduction that would take place respecting the 
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means of promoting charitable and pions objects. 
The picture certainly contains no &inaH portion of 
the sotnbre and the terrific, but not noore of it- than 
that drawn by our Lord, when he tdls the multitude 
that the effect of hi3 gospel would be to excite dissen- 
sioR in private families, tu make the nearest and dear- 
est relations hate one another, to occasion to believers 
the loss of all things, and to send a sword upon the 
earth. Are these ideas antiquated ? — Not wholly so : 
for I verily believe that even in the present times and 
country, whoever will '^Kve godly in Christ Jesus," 
and in all good conscience toward God as well as to- 
ward men, must suffer persecution many ways, with 
respect both to the acquisition of fortune or honours, 
and enjoying them — even members of the Establish- 
ment, as well as Sabbatarians. Let it not be said, 
that however Christ may require such «erious priva- 
tions and sufferings for the sake of essentials in reli^ 
gion, it is incredible that he should require them for a 
non-essential. The Lollards did not think so in the 
time of Henry the Fourth, nor did the Protestants 
think so in the reign of Mary IL ; and yet, important 
as the questions undoubtedly were between them and 
the Papists, no one, I suppose, will deny that there are 
truly godly people, and "heirs of salvation," among 
the Roman Catholics.* 

*The Pratesttnt DitMoter camaot but McoiI*ct, thftt in 
times leae liberlil thaa the present* his ancestors submitted to 
evils little .short of those tfa&t have been glanced at, though 
the points of difference between them aod the Establishmeot 
were far less important than those between the Protestants 
and the Papists. 
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The idea, therefore, that God will dispense witb 
liis law lor the sake of domestic convenience, worldly 
agjorrandizement, or riches, most not be endured for a 
moment. Let the pious, io forming matrimonial and 
other connexions, provide for their spiritual as well as 
fbr their temporal interests. Let the ruling members 
of families choose only such domestics as will be wil- 
ling to accommodate them for conscience sake. Let 
them remember, that Christians are to let their ^ mod- 
eration be known unto all men," and not to <^seek 
great things fbr themselves." If it be " righteousness 
that exalteth a nation," the people must take no raeas- 
Qre to exalt it which implies unrighteousness. There 
are always too many who are ready to serve their 
country and the poor, regardless of a religious motive, 
to make it necessary for any to serve them at th^ ex« 
pense of a good conscience. Piety itself ought not to 
be prompted by any act or neglect that is unsuitable to 
piety.* 

If the Divine Being could be supposed willing to 
Hispente with his law relative to the sabbath in any 
case, it would be in the cade of the pious in the lower 



* The evil of dispensing with the law of God relative to 
tiie sabbath, would be peculiarly great in the case of a Sab- 
batarian in principle who is *< rich in this worid;** because hie 
example, encouraf^ement, and support, on the contrary side, 
would tend j^rmtly to pnveiit or remove the cxcose for dis- 
pensing with it in regard to his inferiors. All*, therefor*^ thai 
doty allows him is, the same leisure' for effecting the reqm- 
iite changes in this case, that is not unfrequently wanted foi 
making alterations with a view to some considerable objecl 
of a worklly nature. 
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classes of life. Individuala in these classes want for 
themselves and their . iamiHes not great and splendid 
things, bat conveniences bordering on necessities-— 
perhaps really such. They would ^ learn and labour 
truly to get their own living/' provided they could but 
Hve. If they want any thing further, it is to give their 
children a common education, and to fit them for such 
employments as may enable them to make provision 
for their own subsistence when grown up, or to meet 
the probable contingencies of a declining business, of 
sickness, and of old age. I have known various in^ 
stances in which the apprehended impossibility of ac- 
complishing these moderate and reasonable objects, 
has proved the unhappy occasion of not adopting or 
of abandoning the day which was verily believed to be 
the Scriptural sabbath. I cannot, however, approve 
of such conduct Whether the Legislature would 
think it proper, upon application, to allow the Sabbar 
tarians thus circumYtanced to work ^ six days,'' agreea- 
bly to the Fourth Commandment, I know not. But 
should the proposal not be acceded to on publio 
grounds, I do not think that the case, extreme as it is^ 
would authorize a Sabbatarian in principle, on account 
of it, to neglect or violate the dictates of his con* 
science; Works of necessity, indeed, are, according 
to our Lord, allowed on the sabbath by the Comman<^ 
ment. He most not suffer either himself or his fami- 
ly to starve: but he must not, on the other hand, n^- 
lect to seek after and to embrace the earliest oppor- 
tunity that presents itself of keeping holy the day that 
he believes to be God's sabbath, without regarding 
how meaO) laborious^ or scantily productivci the em* 

X 
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ployment may be tliat is ofiered to hiniy prorided he 
can live, and lire honestly by it. Induttiy, frugality, 
paUence, and contentment, are seldom wholly onao- 
oompanied by genius, ability, and favorable sitnations 
for exerting them, in one way or in another. If one 
mode of life is inaccessible, or fails, another may be 
discovered. The eonscientioos, and those "who ^ so^ 
fer for righteousness sake," are not the class of people 
which Providence may be the least expected to bless.. 

Such are the reasons for which I think that no case 
of worldly inconvenience can excuse any one for witlw 
holding obedience to, or withdrawing it fW>m, what inr 
his opinion is the divine will relative to the sabbath. 
I have stated the very worst that can happen, and 
which I know to be the principal occasion of the very 
tow state in which the Sabbatarians of Europe are at 
present-*a state by no means the most favourable to 
proper inquiry into the will of God respecting the cir» 
eumstantials of religion, and conforming to it in oppo^ 
sition to secular convenience and interest. I must, 
however, observe, that adverse as the principle of the 
Sabbatarians under tlieir present circumstances is to 
prosperity in the world, there are not wanting mstan- 
ces of rich inheritances and valuable endowments 
among the Sabbatarians, any more than among other 
bodies of religious people. 

It only remains to be noticed, that no religious di&> 
advantages attending compKanee with a duty, or ad- 
hering to it, can supersede the obligation to regard it; 
The Sabbatarian in judgment may possibly iind no 
multitude who << keep holy day," and whom he may 
accompany to the house of Grod with the voice of joy 
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and praise. He may see litUe more around him at a 
place of worship on the seventh day than a dreary soK 
itude.. He may hear the word addressed to almost 
empty benches, and may see little prospect of an in- 
crease, with regard either to audience or members. 
Notwithstanding, however, all these discouragements 
that attend the discharge of duty in the present in- 
stance, a man is'not to be personally irreligious in or- 
der to enjoy the comforts of social religion. It is bet- 
ter to be in this forlorn state with an approving con- 
science, than to exchange it for union with the ^^ great 
congregation,'' which, free;>as it may be from any cause 
for self-reproach itself, cannot exempt from it any one 
that has cause for it. The general prevalence of an 
opinion has no authority to supersede the opposite con- 
viction of a single individual. The' situation of the pa- 
triarch Noah with respect to fellowship in religion was 
far worse, and that of the prophet Elijah not much 
better, than the one under consideration. He who 
would possess evidence that he regards religion itself 
rather than its appendages, must learn to enjoy it 
not only when those appendages give it pomp and 
splendour, but when they are scarcely sufficient to be- 
stow comeliness and dignity upon it. If the King of 
kings deigns to Hfl up the light of his countenance up- 
on a few in public worship, and pours joy into their 
hearts, the uninviting if not revolting appearance of 
the place and of the people will be a matter of com- 
parative insignificance. He will soon terminate the in- 
convenience, bjt removing them to the general assem- 
bly and church of the first-born. Let it be recollect-* 
ed, that he has sanctified and blessed the day of his 
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own choice, Mid ih«c be ^meeteth every one tfaot 
wurketh righteoosoeM, and rejoiceth in his wajs." 

In fine, I may remark, that there are parts of tfae~ 
world where no extraordinary temporal or spiritual dia* 
advantages attend the conscientious observer of the 
seventh day, and also that there have been times when 
that was the case in this country : nor can any one tell 
that it may not at a future period be so again.^ 



* Ai no circiimttances whatever can warrant any one^s die- 
penaing widi what be betiereB to be a divine law, so neither 
hsva tbey a right to influence bia judgneni o£ the hiw itsdH 



Supposed Authority i Sfc. 276 



CHAP. XL 



Differences of opiNfCN goncernino the supposeo 

AUTHORITY OF MAN TO INSTITUTE A WEEKLY SAB- 
BATH. 

"One man,'* observes the apostle Paul, "esteems 
one day above another; another esteemeth every day 
alike : let every one be fully persuaded in his own 
mind.' He that regardeth a day, regardeth it to the 
Lord ; and he that regardeth not the day, to the Lord 
he doth not regard it." — No one who thinks that there 
is a Scriptural sabbath, whether he considers it to be 
the seventh or the first day, or even the seventh part of 
time abstractedly, without reference to any' particular 
day, can suppose that this celebrated passage relates to 
the weekly sabbath, as well as to any other day ; be- 
cause the inspired writer of it no more censures him 
who keeps no day, than him who keeps a day — except 
indeed he thinks that keeping no sabbath could in no 
case follow from a man's being ^< fully persuaded ia 
his own mind :" but of that every one must be lef^ 
to judge for himself. 

But I believe It to be the general opinion, (and it 
certainly is mine,) that the words in question no way 
relate to the weekly sabbath or to the testimony of 
Scripture about it, but to days respecting which the 
Scriptures are silent, every one being at full liberty to 
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consult his own judgment and inclination whether he 
should observe them or not; and if the former in what 
way, and to what extent, he pleases. The same liber- 
ty is granted respecting animsl food tlmt is wholesome, 
to eat it or not. Every individual, and every society, 
whether religious or civil, ought to allow and to be al- 
lowed this liberty. St. Ignatius, for instance, had a 
right to call the first day ^ Lord's day," (if be ever did 
Gail it so,) to keep it as a religious festival himself, and 
to recommend it to others, in honour of our Lord's res- 
urrectioR, without the authority of lEiiiy apostle, which 
indeed he never pleads. At the same time, neither 
he nor any other of the Fathers, nor any of the Coun- 
cils, nor all of them put together, had any right, to en- 
join the observance of that day, or of Easter, or oi 
«ny fast or feast not commanded in Scripture, upon a 
single Christian that did not own their supremacy, and 
was differently minded ; or in case of non-compliance 
to inflict any ecclesiastical censure or penalty upon 
him.^ 

The same might have been said of all the sacred 
days that have been instituted in the Christian Church 
since the Roman empire became Christian, if the civil 
power tiad not adopted them. However, when that 
power ceased jto sanction any of them, they were of 
course no longer obligatory upon those who maintain- 



*A Christian communit}' has a right Xo keep any day to 
the Lord, and that weekly, which it pleases; but it has no 
right to make the observance of it as a sabbath a term of 
church-membership, except it thinks that the observance is 
enjoined in Scripture. — See Rom. ziv. 1, &c. 
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taioed the right of private judgment in opposition to^ 
ecclesiastical usurpation and tyranny. Hence the ter- 
niinatioa in this country of that sacred regard which 
the black letter days once possessed; and which they 
still possess wherever the Roman Catholic religion re- 
tains its^ sway. 

I come at length to the . principal subject of this 
Chapter, namely, the differenee of sentiment among 
Christians concerning the divine light of the civil 
power to institute a weekly sabbath. The quesiioa is 
manifestly of uncocnmon deticaey as well as impor* 
tance and difficulty. It will require nice discrimina« 
tion in discussing various parts of it. With proper 
care, however, I hope that it will not be found impos* 
sibleto treat it in a manner that may be satisfactory in 
general to opposite parties. I de not recollect that 
the case has frequently come under discussion, proba* 
bly because it has been for the most part supposed 
either that the day appointed fe^ the civil power fof 
the weekly' sabbath coincided with the Scriptural sab- 
bath, if ther^ ^as one by divine appointment, or ne- 
cessarily took place of the other, even if there was a 
4ifierence between them. But a Sabbataricm cannot 
l^ossibly acquiesce in eitli^ of these propositions, with- 
out the admission of certain . modifications aqd dis- 
tiBctions. 

. The ancient Fathers and Councils never, as I hav^ 
already observed, refer to the New Testament at all 
in support of the first- day, but rest its right to obser- 
vance solely upon their own opinions, wishes, and au- 
thority. The edicts of Constantine and of the other 
princes, a» abo the canons of Counctb between his 
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time and the Reformation, while Christendom was 
governed by the Roman Emperors, and after it was 
divided into separate states, founded their regard for 
the day entirely upon what had been done by the 
Christians under the heathen emperors. Most of the 
Reformers, too, if not all of them, consider the practice 
of the primitive Church as the sole ground of the 
first day's claim ; affirming at the same time that the 
sanctification of it is optional, and that the Church has 
authority to transfer the weekly sabbath to a different 
day, or to have two in a week instead of one, if it 
pleases. The later writers, those in England at least, 
such as Bishop White, Dr. Wall!?, and Mr. Morer, do 
for the first time urge ki favour of observing the first 
day the passages in the New Testament that have 
been considered, but show themselves sufficiently dis- 
trustful of this evidence to make it appear that they 
rely chiefly upon the practice of the primitive Church $ 
admitting that what they say concerning Christ's au- 
thority and apostolic tradition in support of the first 
day's claim is only conjecture, thougl) they think it 
probable. 

However, therefore, it may have been thought by 
the Puritans, and some of their cotemporaries, or may 
be still thought by many pious individuals both in and 
out of the Establishment, that the obligation to keep 
the first day chiefly stands upon the giound of Scrip- 
ture, I am persuaded that the civil power rests it chief- 
ly on the same ground on which it retains certain fasts 
and feasts that were observed m the primitive Church. 
Kor do I wish to dispute the right of human authority 
thus to exercise itself. Ou the coniraryi I have al* 
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ready expressed my full conviction of its perfect con 
sistency with Scripture, as well as with reason. A na- 
tion has undoubtedly a right, as well as any particular 
society, or an individual, to keep any day and as ma- 
ny days as it thinks proper or convenient, though not 
to dispense with its own observance of any day which 
it may think to be enjoined in Scripture, or to forbid 
its observance by any of its subjects who may think 
so. 

But It may be asked, Has the nation a right with 
the provisos just stated, to impose the day or days it 
accounts sacred, whether upon scriptural considera- 
tions or otherwise, upon individuals in it who think dif* 
ferently of them, and who conceive themselves to be 
required by the Deity to consecrate a different dajr 
weekly ? Here it will be necessary for me to distin- 
guish between one case and another. Were the laws 
relative to Good Friday or Chsistmas-day, for instance, 
to order an extent of observance, tiiough annually and 
not weekly, as great as that which it requires on the 
jfirst day, those of the community who do not belong 
to the Establishment, might perhaps think them rather 
unreasonable. If they were to do so, I, however, 
though a Protestant Dissenter, should think myself 
bound to obey them, so far as relates to abstinencer 
from public business. Happily, they enjoin little 
more upon the people than abstinence from business of 
that sort on those days, and that chiefly during the 
time of divine service. With these restrictions it ig 
the duty of all to comply, whatever their private opin- 
ions may be about the sacredness of the days detached 
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from the events commemorated on them^ since the loss 
or inconvenience is not greater to one than it is to an- 
other. 

But the chief point for discussion^ is the right of 
the nation to impose the observance of the day it con- 
secrates weekly, on any who may happen to think 
themselves called upon by Scripture to keep another 
day. Here I am obliged to make an important dis- 
tinction between that degree of sanctification which 
human authority proposes or has power to enforce, and 
that regard which the Scriptures mean when they 
speak of sanctifying the sabbath day. The nation 
confines the idea (so far as relates to enactment, what- 
ever it may recommend) of keeping the day to the 
showing it respect in public, or at furthest in the exter- 
nal conduct. The Scriptures, however, require the ob- 
servance of it likewise in private, and in the thoughts; 
in conversation, as well as in the actions ; in the wake- 
ful hours of night, as well as in the day-time. The 
laws of man could not take notice of, or enforce by 
the exaction of penalties, a sanctification of this ex- 
tent, even if they had a right to impose it. Without, 
however, such a sanctification, in my opinion, (and the 
pious in general, in this country at least, agree with 
me,) there is, according to the Scripture, no sabbath 
kept 'y notwithstanding the day that is merely sanctifi- 
ed according to the requisition of human laws, and 
their power of enforcement, may be called by that 
name, and notwithstanding no other except that may 
be sanctified weekly by it at all. There are, in.deed, 
numbers belonging to the Established Church, and to 
other religious bodies, who sanctify the first day scrip- 
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tarally, and not merely so far as to satisfy the laws : 
but they act upon the idea of human authority enforc- 
ing divine authority. They think either that the na- 
tional day of rest coincides with the Scriptural one, or 
at least that the Scriptures, contenting themselves 
with enjoining one day in seven, have invested the le- 
gislature and the government of every country with 
authority to determine the day. They cannot, there- 
fore, do otherwise, consistently with their principles, 
than annex the additions made by Revelation to the 
enactments of the civil power respecting sanctification. 
They are not urged to the opposite conduct by the 
calls of secular duty ; as conscience does not compel 
them to abstain frotst it on another day. But this 
Scriptural enlargement ^nd completion of civil sancti- 
fication cannot be expected from those who, though 
equally unable to plead the sacrific\3 of interest oa a 
former day, do not believe that there is any weekly 
sabbath by divine authority, whether exercised by God 
himself, or delegated by him, in this particular instance, 
to the state ; and of these I suspect that the number 
is far from inconsiderable, even among the pious them- 
selves : though they doubt not the repeal of the old 
sabbath, they by no means feel satisfied that the divin- 
ity of a new one, whether generally or particularly, is 
sufficiently proved. Least of all can it be justly 
thought that the Sabbatarian, who has already, agree- 
ably to the conviction of his own mind, sanctified, in 
obedience to the Fourth Commandment, the seventh 
day which God has appointed, will on another day re- 
frain from worldly thoughts, reading, discourse, or ac- 
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tioDSy farther than the laws of the country profess to 
take cognizance of^ and to enforce. 

I feel confident that in thus denying to the civil 
magistrate, respecting the weekly sabbath, the right 
and power of Him who alone ^'sees in secret and 
searches the hearts of the children of men/' I shall 
only appear to withhold from him an authority which 
he never thought of claiming. With respect to my 
pious brethren of every description who think differ- 
ently from me concerning the day that is the Scrip- 
tural sabbath, they cannot reasonably wonder or take 
offence, that I will not, in my meditations, studies^ pri- 
vate pursuits, and conversation, sanctify a day which it 
does not appear to me that God has sanctified, any fur- 
ther than is compatible with my secular duties; or 
that I do not in my habitation, retirement, and secret 
thoughts, treat the first day with more religious res- 
pect than they show to the day called Saturday, 

What I have further to remark, will, I hope, be re- 
ceived with warm approbation by every member of 
the community, whether a ruler or & subject, that hears 
of it. I have already intimated the hardship under 
which the Sabbatarians labour, who are reduced to the 
necessity either of violating their consciences,, or of 
working only five days in the week instead of six — a 
liberty which is allowed by the Fourth Commandment, 
and enjoyed by their fellow Christians of every name. 
This is a grievance which persons who acknowledge 
no Scriptural sabbath at all, or at least no day deter- 
mined by Scripture, have by no means an equal right 
to complain of: for though they are restrained on the 
first day from secular labour, when they could exercise 
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it without scruple so far as relates to th^ir own con- 
sciences, yet they do not lose more time in a week 
than the rest of the nation. But this is not the case 
of the Sabbatarians. Notwithstanding this, while the 
Legislature thinks proper to extend the restriction to 
them, they will always think it their duty to be subject 
to the magistrate in this particular as well as in others, 
not only for ^^ wrath sake," or to avoid his displeasure 
and vengeance^ but also for ^' conscience sake."* 

Having premised these observations, I proceed to 
avow my full conviction that the degree of sanctifica- 
tion which the civil power requires for the first day, 
under pain of civil penalties, is no more than it has a 
right to exact, and that it is the incumbent duty of all 
its subjects to grant it.t Lawful, therefore, as secular 



*The non-observance of Sunday, however, according to 
law, is a civil offence: it is an offence against God^only in 
common with other civil offences, except the offender be- 
lieves the day to be the Scriptural sabbath, or does not know 
to the contrary for want of searching the Scriptures. In these 
two cases alone can he be guilty of the sin of sabbath-break- 
ing. 

t However orthodox the opinion may appear in England, 
and other monarchial countries, that the civil power possesses 
this authority over the rights of individuals in matters of con- 
science, a large proportion of the citizens of this countiy, 
will never accede to it While different sentiments prevail, 
in regard to the scriptural weekly sabbath, it may be necessa- 
ry that each party should be protected by law in the peacea- 
ble enjoyment of their religious privileges and exercises. But 
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pursuits on the first day are for me in a conscientious 
vieW| I engage in none that would offend the eye or 
the ear of a first day observer. I converse on no top- 
iCy I transact no business with him, which he wcuid de- 
cline were I not present. I will not, indeed, promise 
to accompany him to a place of public worship as reg- 
ularly and statedly as I frequent it on the day I keep 
holy. Whatever the laws of the country may recom- 
mend or wish me to do in this respect, they do not en- 
join this upon any one since the era of civil and reli- 
gious liberty. But I can truly say, that when I have 
occasionally visited a pious first-day family on the first 
day, I have repeatedly gone with them to their church 
pr to their meeting house ; that I have conversed with 
no member of the family, whether young or old, but 
upon subjects that either were religious in themselves, 
or at least received a religious improvement ; and that 
when called upon to take the lead in family prayer, I 
have poured out my heart before God as fervently for 
the people and ministers who keep the first day, as ev- 
er I did for the Sabbatarians. Often have I preached 



that any oivil power has the right, « under pain of civil pen- 
alties/* to enforce the observance of any day as a fabbath, 
especially one not authorized by the word of God, is serioos- 
ly to be doubted. 

Happily for the citizens of the United States, their reli- 
gious privileges are secured to them by their admirable consti- 
tation; and so long as that sacred instrument is regarded as 
the palladium of their rights, tyrants and despots may frown 
or covet in vain, the people will ** sit under their own vine 
** ftod fig tree, and none can hinder or make them afraid.** 

.American P^. 
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on the first day, in the course of the fay and in the 
evening too, as the apostle Paul did once to the disci- 
ples at Troas, though it never once entered into my 
mind that in doing this I was giving a pledge that I 
kept the day myself and expected that every one else 
would do the same : and though I never ^^ broke 
bread" with the disciples as Paul did at the time just 
referred to, yet I have no objection to partake of the 
Lord's supper with baptized believers on the first day 
or on any other day, if they will allow me, and I can 
spare the time. Nor do I object to comply with the 
apostle's contingent and temporary injunction on some 
of the churches, being ready on the first day, as well 
as on another, to devote what I can spare of my prop- 
erty for a religious or benevolent purpose, though it 
would probably be attended, in my case, with an act 
which my pious brethren of the first day would per- 
haps not approve of, notwithstanding it seems natural- 
ly if not necessarily immediately to precede the other, 
and respecting which there is nothing prohibitory or 
cautionary in the apostolic injunction. Certainly I do 
not call the first day '< Lord's day," as those do in gen- 
eral who keep it ^ because if I believed the words Rev. 
]. 10. to be the aposile John's words, (which I do not,) 
and if they do not refer to the last day of the week, 
which is the only day stated in the New Testament to 
be sacred, I know not what day is meant by the expres- 
sion, whether it be Sunday, Thursday, or Friday, or 
whether it be a week-day or the day of a month ^ and 
if I did, I know not whether the whole of the day was 
to kept like a sabbath, or only a part, like a religious 
festival, or a thanksgiving day ; or whether, in fine, it 
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was merely a new appellation given to it in honour of 
the great and happy avent which is commonly thought 
to have given occasion for it. But notwithstanding 
these ohjectionsyl would call the first day ^^ Lord's 
day/' instead of Sunday, if the Legislature were to 
pass an act to that effect. 

Whomsoever else, therefore, the respectable *^ So« 
ciety for the Reformation of Manners," may think it 
their duty to prosecute for profaning the << Lord's 
day," I suppose that they would not consider me and 
my Sabbatarian brethren who think and act with me^ 
(if they should ever hear of us,) obnoxious on that ac- 
count. 

I hope I have fully redeemed the pledge I gave 
for the truth of my assertion, that though I cannot 
consider any day as sacred, except that which it ap-. 
pears to me is enjoined by the Fourth Commandment, 
much less consent to substitute another for it, yet there 
is nothing in my sentiment or practice that is at all in- 
consistent with the obedience I owe to the laws of my 
country. I should not wonder, indeed, if those of the 
observers of the first day who are most anxious to se- 
cure and to promote its sanctification, having become 
acquainted with the statement just made, were to wish 
that there were no worse profaners of the national day 
among the people who acknowledge its divine author- 
ity, than there are among the Sabbatarians. 

Still my pious opponents will be apt to tell me, 
that though I take care not to offend the laws, yet my 
way of thinking puts it out of my power to make 
those exertions, both by precept and example, in the 
cause of religion and benevolence^ which I might 
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ttiakey were the day I keep the same as that which is 
kept by the nation. I acknowledge the fact^ and la- 
ment it : but I must not do evil that good may come, 
in a religious any more than in a civil view, for the 
benefit of others any more than for my own. I could 
wish, if it pleased God, that it suited a greater number 
of people to come and hear me, when it .suits me to 
preach : but though more extended means of doing 
good have been hitherto withheld from me, I endeav- 
our to embrace every opportunity of promoting the 
cause of the Redeemer, and the best interests of men, 
both high and low, whatever day it be ; and especially 
on the day which furnishes me with the best excuse for 
speaking on a subject that is unhappily not popular, 
and them with the most leisure for hearing; and 
though I have comparatively but few opportunities for 
<^ teaching publicly and from house to house/' on the 
first day, would the labours of the preceding day ad- 
mit of my doing this frequently, yet I have written 
many a line on that day, which I. hope, having issu- 
ed from the press, may, with the divine blessing, be 
of service to the souls both of the ^ wise and of the 
unwise." 

Afler these explanations, it will not be very diffi- 
cult for me to reconcile my way of thinking relative to 
the weekly sabbath with the will of the Legislature on 
that point. The civil and spiritual interests of man- 
kind require that there should be a weekly sabbath, 
or God would not have appointed one. But as there 
is a diversity of sentiment concerning the day appoint- 
ed by Scripture for consecration, it is perhaps necessa- 
ry for securing both these ends, and for general con* 
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venience, that public authority should interfere in the 
way it does \ and it is highly proper that its enact- 
ments should be obeyed by all classes of people, what- 
ever may be the opinions of individuals on the ques- 
tion. If permitting the Sabbatarians to work six days 
be thought materially incompatible with decorum, and 
with the dignity and the solemnity of public appear- 
ance on the first day, or if the rigid and universal ob- 
servation of these be thought essential to the attain- 
ment of the important ends proposed, be it so.* But 
any further interference on the part of the country is 
neither possible nor wanted for the general convenience, 
or for the civil and the spiritual interests of its inhabi- 
tants. Its sense of Scripture cannot dictate a sense of 
it to those who are contrary minded. It cannot super- 
sede the sense of Scripture that is in the mind of any 
of its subjects, or dispense with obedience to that 
which may appear to be a divine law, either in the 
case of another, or even its own. It can, in short, 
plead no authority from Scripture to appoint a sab- 
bath binding upon conscience ; or show the credibility 
of its possessing a right to enact an extent of sanctifi- 
cation of which it can take no cognizance, and which 
consequently it cannot enforce. 

The sanctification of a day of which a nation can 
take cognizance, and which it is able to enforce, 
though it by no means amounts to Scriptural sanctifi- 
cation, is amply sufficient for all the civil, moral, and 



* Suppoiing the law to have appointed the seventh day in« 
stead of the first, what would the observer of the latter think 
of a similar restraint? 
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religious purposes for which the right of constituting a 
national sabbath is claimed for the civil power; and 
the Sabbatarian will cheerfully forward its views to the 
extent I have before stated, while at the same time he 
withholds from the first day that private and mental 
regard which he thinks are due only to the seventh 
day, and which conscience obliges him to pay to it, 
even if he has no means of worshipping God in pub- 
lic, in opposition to all worldly and religious disadvan- 
tages whatsoever. 
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CHAP. XII. 



»IFF<RKNCB8 OF OPINION CONCERNING THE IMPOE-* 
TANCE OF THE GROUNDS ' ON WHICH SANCTIFICA- 
TION IS CLAIMED FOR A DAT AS THE WEEKLY 
SABBATHy AND ITS OBTAINING THAT SANCTIFICA- 
TION. 

There have been many excellent pieces written by 
pious observers of the first day in this country, both 
Churchmen and Dissenters, concerning the mode in 
which the weekly sabbath ought to be sanctified. I 
most cordially agree with them in their ideas on this 
subject; and can truly say, that it is my desire and aim 
thus to keep the day which, I believe, the Blessed God 
has set apart for sanctification. 

With respect to the first day, it is easy to see that 
the efforts of the writers just alluded to, to get it sanc- 
tified in the manner in which the Scriptures di- 
rect the sabbath to be kept, are calculated to suc- 
ceed with those only who admit the first day to be 
the Scriptural sabbath. That, indeed, seems to be the 
case of all who profess the Christian religion — except 
the few whose sentiments on the subject accord with 
my own. Nothing more, therefore, seems necessary to 
be done by the reprover or admonisher who wishes to 
extend the sanctification of the first day beyond what 
the civil power proposes, or is even able to effect, than 
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to point out the defects and faults with which too ma* 
ny are chargeable relative to sanctifying the day they 
acknowledge to be the sabbath, to paint in the strong* 
est colours the heinous sin of sabbath-breaking — and 
if they cannot lure them by representing the pleasures 
and advantages of real religion both here and hereaf- 
ter, at least to aim at working on their fears^ by me- 
nacing them with the awful judgments of God upon 
them for their profanity. 

But I wish to ask whether these means, suitable as 
they appear to be to the end, are, when used, (as they 
frequently have been,) in a considerable degree, if at 
all successful ? If they are not, (as the answer will 
possibly be,) is the failure to be ascribed wholly to the 
obduracy of the offenders and to the power of temp- 
tation, or in part at least to the deficiency of the 
means themselves ? Should not the very proper ad- 
dress made to the understanding and to the passions 
just stated, be accompanied by a powerful appeal to 
the judgment, respecting the nature and the adequacy 
of the evidence by which the day that so loudly calls 
for sanctification is proved to be the Scriptural sab- 
*bath? It maybe said that there is no occasion to 
prove that which b admitted to be true, and that an 
attempt to remove doubts where none exists, is the 
ready way to produce them. This acquiescence, how- 
ever, on their part, may be owing te carelessness, ob- 
sequiousness, and credulity, rather than to knowledge 
and conviction ; and though it may be as operative in 
the former case as in the latter on the practice, when 
unopposed by inclination or interest, yet where it is so 
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ftraqgly opfiosed b^ .thfim as in the iDytance ui ntx^ 
keeping the sabbath, the acquietcenee will firodQce no 
eflSect at all, if it does not receive suppoct and stsength 
from aigameats tending to evince its justice. The 
divini^ of the Scriptures is admitted and unimproved 
by multitndes. If, however, any of this descriptioii 
were to be warned to ^Aee for refuge from the wrath 
to come to the hope set belore them in the gospel,* 
they would soon ask, ^ What sign" do the Scripturea 
^ show, that we may see and believe ?" To tfiis ques- 
tion, (which, when put with a serious view to informt^ 
tion and spiritual improvement, is not unieaaonaUe,) a 
solid answer must be retuined, if it be wished that the 
result, with, the blessing of God, sbouhi be happy. The 
like, I imagine, must be done in the case of the dnaa 
who does not saiMrtify the first day^ though he does not 
opeidy question whether it be the sabbath by divine 
appointment. 

I shall now suppose that enough has been said to 
show the propriety and importance of stating clearly 
and strongly, though briefly, the evidenee of the day's 
being the Scriptucai sabbath for which sanctificatioo is 
elaimed, notanthsiaading ibe general acquiescence d 
the eount^ in the jostice of the claim. l<et the at 
vocate lor it advert to thi* evidence, as wdl fsom Sorq>- 
tore as from other quarters^ nod to tiie tendency of its 
diflbrent parts to produce the saactificatioii in quea- 
tion. The following enmneration will,! believe, ootn*- 
prohend them: the great and good events that hap* 
pened on the first day^-^particulaiiy that of our JLorft 
resurrectioo } the religions acts porfomied by. the apos- 
tle Paul, in conjunction with the disciples at Troas, on 
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that day, and bis iojUnction relative to it; the appel- 
lation of Lord's day in the Revelation ; the encoitii* 
um^ of the ancient Fathers; and Councils on it, and 
their recommendations of it both by preeept and ex- 
ample, aa highly proper for a festival y the solemn 
opinions of learned and pious men among the mod- 
ems in favour of its sanctity ; the observance of it by 
Christendom in general, particularly since the begin- 
ning of the fourth century 5 the reasonableness, utility 
and necessity, of the nation's appointing a weekly 
sabbath, and its having appointed that, as well as the 
seventh day, and enforced its enactment by penalties 5 
and, finally, the first day's coincidence with the sev- 
enth jwrt of time as well as the seventh day, which 
day was ordered by the Divine Being to be 8anctified| 
both at the close of the creation, and in the Fourth 
Commandment* 

These are, I believe, the principal, if not all the 
arguments adduced in favour of the first day's claim 
to saiictification j and some, if not all of them have 
been brought forward by each advocate in muderu 
times for its sanctification, though for the most part 
not so distinctly, fully, and forcibly, as I tfrtnk the case 
required. But let me proceed with their natural bear- 
ing on the minds of the pro&ne« 

Of the arguments just enumerated, those that are 
least likely to impress the thinking as well as the irreli- 
gious, are the sentiments and exhortations of wise and 
pious writers of the two last centuries. With all their 
wisdom and piety, they were not more infallible than 
the persons whom they addressed. Some of them, 
indeed, filled high offices in the Church, and in those 
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offices were eminently honourable*and useful : but the 
veneration attaching to their characters does not enti-^ 
lie them to implicit credit } and their authori^ as spir« 
itual pastors of a superior order is adapted to influence 
those only who acknowledge it. The proofs from 
Scripture produced by such men are entitled to pecu* 
liar care in examining them^ but not to reception with* 
out examination. 

The plea for the first day founded on the opinions 
and practice of the ancient Fathers and Councils, de» 
rives its chief strength from their antiquity, and from 
their proxiuiity to the apostolic age. But the plea i» 
more lit for a ftonian Catholic than for a Protestant. 
It sounds strange in the ears of one who professes the 
Bible to be his religion, to be referred to Tradition, to 
Fathers, and to Councils, for any part of his religious- 
faith or practice. The Fathers were men of sense 
and learning; but in general they indulged their fan- 
cies more than they exercised their intellectual pow* 
ers. They excelled in rhetoric more than in logic. 
They were good men rather than great men, and are 
more entitled to our esteem as martyrs for divine truths 
than as searchers into it. They knew better how to 
enforce the Scriptures than how to explain or defend 
them, and will answer our purpose much better as^ e^c- 
amples in practice, than as guides in theory. 

The judgment of such men would not be very 
valuable concerning the sense of Holy Writ on the 
subject in question, were it professed to be founded on 
Scripture, and decidedly in favour of sanctifying Sun- 
day exclusively and wholly. How much less must it 
ansvfcr the purpose for which it is brought forward^ 
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when it as strongly recommends and enjoins the sev- 
enth day as it does the first ; when its language rela- 
tive to the first implies only that a part should he 
kept; and when it never appeals to Scriptural authori- 
ty even for this partial sanctifieation ! 

The united sentiments, and conduct of Christians 
in general on behalf of Sunday for so many centuries, 
and those of real Christians also, divided as they have 
heen in opinion on. a variety of other topics, are cer- 
tainly calculated to make a deep impression upon ^ the 
inany/' who are apt to think more of a custom's exis- 
tence, continuance, and' widely-extended reception, 
than of the causes to which it owes its origin and prev- 
alence. It is no new thing for human tradition, when 
made of equal authority with the divine law, at length 
to supersede it. By observing the first day as well as 
the seventh, the Christians in the first ages stood a bet- 
ter chance of not being mistaken for Jews in the per- 
secution every where raised against the latter, than if 
they had kept the seventh day alone. No one can 
justly think it any great recommendation of the first 
day that Rome and Alexandria should have constantly 
kept it exclusively, or that they should in a course of 
time influence the other cities of the Roman Empire 
to do the same; when he recollects, that neither a great^ 
wealthy^ and splendid metropolis, nor a distinguished 
seat of learning, is the best place in the world for pre- 
serving or propagating religion in its purity. 

But that which completed the triumph of the first 
day through the whole civilized world on its becoming 
CfaristiaDy was, the edicts of Constantine and his sut* 
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ceuorsy in conjunction with the decrees of Councils^ 
which ordered the observacce of the first day ^ from 
which .time its '^ sister," though hitherto regarded al- 
most as extensively as itself,* suddenly disappeared, 
and was never more heard of, in £urope at least, till 
the era of the Reformation. 

Can thi general coficurrence of Christians in fa- 
vour of the first day, obtained by the same means by 
which it was obtained for the errors and superstitions of 
Popery, render its claim, to sanctification unquestiona- 
ble ? Ought their tame acquiescence m the justice of 
this claim during the blindness and torpor of the dark 
ages — an acquiescence which began to be powerfully 
attacked, as soon as ever the corruptions of that pe- 
riod were attacked, and that with considerable success 
in the course of the two late centuries — ^to go by the 
respectable appellation of rational conviction? Or 
ean it reasonably create surprise, that public opinion 



* So it b«8 been generally sapposed: bui in reality it £8- 
appeared, as already shown, very gradually Beside the sa- 
cred regard mentioned in a former note to have been paid 
for many centuries, (and which perhaps is still paid,) to the 
seventh day in the Latin and Greek Churches, Mr. Robinsoa 
in his "History of Baptism," speaks of a sect of **Jewisfar 
Christians" among the Waldenses: and Mosbeim speaks of » 
similar sect among them in the l2th century. Benedict (aa 
American,) in his << History of the Baptists," vol. ii. p. 414, 
speaks of Seventh-day Baptists in Transylvania, when Sigie- 
mund was king — I suppose in the 14th century. Dr. Buchan- 
an, in his '* Researches," p. 158, 160, speaks of the Arme- 
nian ChristtSBB as obsdrving the aeveofii day as Cfaeir sab*- 
bath. 
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should be more reluctant to seek after and to comply 
vith divine truth in a minor point, than in an essen- 
tial of religion— especially when a sentiment or prac- 
tice that has long and generally prevailed not only 
holds out the most flattering lures to its adherents, but 
threatens those who quit it with the most serious iur 
conveniences ? 

Were it, therefore, less certain than it is, that the 
purity of a fountain cannot always be inferred from 
the length of the stream issuing from it, nor the ex- 
cellent quality of the water from its abundance, there 
is too much reason to suspect that the general concur- 
rence of fallible and imperfect beings, (however wor- 
thy the character or considerable the talents of many 
of them may be,) in the case of the day observed by 
them as the Scriptural sabbath, is not so unquestiona- 
bly the result of a careful, diligent, and impartial ex- 
amination of the word of God on the subject, as to 
exempt any one from the obligation to search it each 
one for himself. 

The necessity for keeping some day or another in 
a week, for civil, moral, and religious purposes, and of 
a nation's fixing on the day for the general conve- 
nience, and the enforcing its observance by civil penal- 
ties, is certainly an argument of weight for any enact- 
ment of the kind referred to short of instituting a sab- 
bath. • But it is evident that a nation cannot secure for 
any day that private and mental regard, without which, 
whatever external and public respect is shown to it, it 
does not receive the sanctification which, according 
to the Scriptures, is due to a sabbath ; even if such an 
extensive sanctification were necessary (which is not the 
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case) to the attainment of the great and good ends 
proposed by the act of the Legislature in question. 
The day never can present itself with divine authority 
to the mind, except when it either coincides with the 
Scriptural day, or can plead a Scriptural commission 
given to the civil power for that purpose ; and the de- 
cision of these questions mu«t be left to each individu- 
al for the regulation of his own conduct in secret. In 
the real sanctification, therefore, of a day by the sub- 
ject, the nation can only act a part subordinate to his 
conscience at most ; and when his cooscience does in- 
t^est itself at all, or differs in opinion concerning the 
Scriptural sabbath from the nation, all the country can 
justly claim, and in fact all that it thinks of claiming, 
is the external and public observance of the day which 
it has appointed, so far as relates to secular business or 
l^easure. 

If the sanctificatioQ which is claimed for the first 
day were placed only upon such grounds as have hith« 
erto been mentioned, whatever species of guilt the 
withholdinent of that part of it which alone man can 
take cognizance of and punish may come under, I do 
not see how it can be proved to be profane and impi- 
ous, as those sins are which are committed immediate- 
ly against God-^such as is a breach of any one of the 
three first Commandments. In the case supposed, 
that is, of a person who, after proper inquiiy, thinks 
either that there is no Scriptural sabbath, or that the 
first day is not that sabbath, he that merely does not 
keep the day privately and mentally^ is not guilty 
of an offence at all. In- acting contrary to a hu« 
man law relative to the public observance of the day. 
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be does commit an ofience-<-a high offence if you 
¥rill ; for he not only disobeys the civil power in a 
case where it is exercised lawfully, which is itself a 
public injury, and a ^^ resisting the ordinance of God/' 
but he disobeys it in a case which the Legislature 
thinks is highly important to the temporal and spirit- 
ual welfare of the subjects at large. But whether the 
offence would equal in enormity and atrocity the sin 
of sabbath-breaking, or expose the delinquent to the 
peculiar vengeance of Heaven both in this world and 
in the world to come, as that sin is conceived to do, is 
another affair. The requisitions of the civil power 
relative to religion are not all sanctioned by Inspira* 
tion, as they were among the Jews, under their proph- 
ets. A civil offence, even in an affair of religion, may 
not be an offence committed immediately against God^ 
more than another offence. Supposing the first day 
to depend for its claim to sanctification on no other 
grounds than those already stated, the secularization 
of it by business or pleasure is a crime to be ranked 
rather with the violation of the religious fasts and feasts 
that are also (and have equally been so for ages) ap- 
pointed by the country for the moral and spiritual im- 
provement of its inhabitants, than with the violation 
of the Fourth Commandment under the former dispen- 
sation. 

In order, therefore, to fix, with justice, the infa- 
mous stigma of profanity and of sabbath-breaking on 
the non-observance of the first day according to law, 
and to prove the offender's exposure to divine ven- 
geance, it will be necessary to mention the arguments 
hitherto produced for it only as secondary^ and subsidi^ 
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wry to reasons of an infinitely higher nature. The 
divine authority of its claim to sanctification from 
Scripture ought to be chiefly insisted upon uid proved 
by every speaker or writer who would address the non- 
observers of it on the atrocity and peculiar danger of 
.their conduct with justice and effect. It is not enough 
for them to say that men of piety and learnii^ in gen- 
eral — that the ancient Fathers— that the Christian 
world at large — and that the laws of the country, ac- 
count the day to be sacred : they must show also that 
the sentiment and practice in question are founded in 
Scripture, and that they are totally different from the 
errors and corruptions that were introduced into the 
Cliristiaii religion soon afler^ if net during the time of 
the apostles, and which were by no means wholly sepa- 
rated firom it at the Reformation. They must show 
that the obedience due to the state respecting the ob- 
servance of Sunday, is enjoined upon the people whom 
they address by an authority infinitely more awful than 
diat of human laws. They must not only call Sunday 
the weekly sabbath, but prove from the Scriptures that 
it is so, and endeavour to move and influence the 
minds of men not merely by solemnity of manner, but 
by the weight of matter; not by dogmatical assertion, 
but by incontrovertible reasoning. 

Whether the arguments generally adduced from 
Scripture to prove that the obligation to keep the first 
day is clothed with divine authority are sufficient^ will 
best appear by looking back to that part of this Work 
in which the question is discussed. The great and good 
event of our Lord's resurrection happened on the first 
day, ^nd he met with his disciples once, or perhaps 
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twice; on it; but how do these circumstances make or 
prove the first day a weekly sabbath^ more than his 
meeting with hb disciples, his blessing them, his as* 
cending, and his being exalted, on Thursday, make or 
prove that to be one ? No inspired writer intimates 
that the day was on these accounts henceforth to be 
called ^< Lord's day/' or to be treated as sacred either 
in whole or in part.* — ^Were it necessary to show that 
it was lawful for Christians to meet togetliier for the 
purpose of ^^ breakuig bread/' (supposing the phrase to 
jnean celebrating the Lord's Supper,) the example of 
the disciples and of the apostle Paul at Troas is cer- 
tainly adequate to the purpose; but if the object be 
to show, not the lawfulness of these acts, but the in- 
cumbent duty of performing them on the first day, on 
account of its being the weekly sabbath, where is the 
proof that the disciples and the apostle considered the 
day in that light, or that this was the reason of their 
assembling and acting on it as they did ? The acts 
themselves imply no such thing. 

The 4>rivate act of pious benevolence which the 
apostle Paul enjoins on Sunday, (1 Cor. xvr. 1.2.) on 
certain churches during a certain period, was under the 
necessity of being performed either after terminating 



*The creation, that occupied the six first days of the first 
week, was a work aufficiently great and good to justify the 
Divine Being's appointing the next day, on which he rested 
from it, the weeUy sabbath. But wilbout notice of that ap* 
pointment, no one Would have been warranted in concluding 
that it was to be so considered and appiied* or woobt evjSr 
have thought of doing io. 



800 Connexion between the OrounAfiiiSife. 

tlie secular labours of one week^ or before the com- 
inencing the labours of another week. Had the or- 
der been given for Friday, would that have proved 
Friday to be the weekly sabbath ? If not, why should 
its being given for the first day, prove that to be a sab- 
bath? There is no hint given here, any more than in 
Acts XX. 7'} that the act enjoined on the first day was 
on account of its being the sabbath ; nor can the act 
itself prove it. Indeed the secular act requisite to it, 
and which is not forbidden immediately to precede it, 
(as it was natural for it to do,) is not very suitable to a 
sabbath. The selection of the same day for this tem- 
porary though weekly act, as that on which the meet- 
ing at Troas was held, cannot make or prove it to be 
the weekly sabbath, without notice from Inspiration to 
that effect. No other day except the seventh day had 
at the time its appropriate name ; and a day that had 
this advantage was fitter for a circular, like the order 
in question, than one that could not be designated but 
by a circumlocution. The seventh day, if still the sab- 
bath, would not have been fit for such an act, on ac- 
count of the act before mentioned that necessarily pre- 
ceded it.* 



^ The apostle's lole object seems to have been to secure tl^e 
weekly performance of this private act Provided the seques- 
tration took place weekly, for aught that appears it made no 
difference to him on which day it took place. He only nam- 
ed a day, lest that which might be done any day, should not 
be done at all. Proper as the act itself, detached from its pre- 
(sefling adjunct, was for a sabbatii, it is less ealcnlated to as- 
sist in proving the consecration of a day than any other, be- 
c%n9e it is so very eommoa oa any day. 
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These private sequestrations were enjoined, as be- 
iiMPe noticed| onMr on some churches, were tlTanswer a 
temporary purpose, and would not have been heard of 
(and of coarse not the day on wiiich they were to take 
place,) had it not been for the contingent occcasion. 
The me^eting, too, at Troas, is not stated to have been 
ever repeated^ and would, likewise, probably not have 
been heard of, had it not been for the affair of Euty- 
chus. Would these incidents have been recorded thus 
indireqily^ and have been thus exposed to the hazard 
of omission, had they been intended to announce a 
naw institution, never before glanced at ? They how- 
ever imply no such thing. 

The circumstances that distinguish Sunday from 
Thursday or Friday, are not great and good events 
happening upon it, or Christ's meeting with or bless- 
ing his disciples upon it, or the performance of reli- 
gious acts, even that of ^' breaking bread," upon it, 
[Acts ii. 46.] The distinctions are, that the first day 
is named, and that it was appointed for a private act 
of pious benevolence to be perfoi'raed by some church- 
es, and which might possibly be repeated for several 
weeks. As to the first day's being named, it alone had 
It name, (eiccept the seventh day,) it being convenient 
thai it should have one for stating the day of the res- 
urrection, which there was frequent occasion to men- 
tion, without a circumlocution. Its having a name, 
too, fitted it for the circular, 1 Cor. xvi. 1, 2. The 
nature of the act enjoined confined it to the first or the 
seventh day. It is not very extraordinary that the 
same day in different weeks should have difierent re- 
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ligious acts performed upon k for a while. The act 
enjoine<l^a8 the least calculated of any to convey the 
idea of a sabbath respecting the day of performance* 
At most it would occupy only a few minutes ; and it 
does not follow, from the evening of the Sunday being 
spent in public devotion at Troas, that there was pub- 
lic devotion every Sunday in other churches, and much 
less that the day was devoted to religion, and that 
weekly. 

The pious acts performed, according to Acts xx. 
7. and 1 Cor. xvi. 1, 2. occupied only a small part of 
the different first days to which they relate. Neither 
an order to sanctify the day, nor any other mode, is 
employed, that indicates the observance of the whole 
day. The expression, therefore, "Lord's day," Rev. 
i. 10. (supposing it to be written by the apostle John, 
and to mean a day the whole of. which was sacred,) 
whatever day it refers to, cannot by any fair rule of 
interpretation be referred to the first day. Indeed I 
know of no day to which, taken in its connexion with 
the rest of the New Testament, it can be justly appli- 
ed, except to the seventh day, as was said before more 
at large. 

For the reasons just given, I must consider the ar- 
guments in favour of the first day's daim to sanctifi- 
cation drawn from the New Testament, taken separate- 
ly, as mere ciphers; and, as I have observed before, a 
number of ciphers put together, were they ever so ma- 
ny, will amount only to nothing, except there be a sig- 
nificant figure on the proper side of them. How to- 
tally void of weight do they appear, compared with 
those which support the divine institutions of Baptism 
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and the Lord's Supper ! Their insufficiency is owned 
by King Charles the First, and by some of the great 
est divines both here and abroad. The perpetuity of 
these institutions beyond the apostolic age has been 
questioned, and supported by much the same means 
as that of the seventh day sabbath is, namely, their 
reason and utility remaining the same, and the want of 
Scriptural notice to the contrary : but the fact of tbeir 
institution ha9 never been questioned. 

The appeals made in favour of the same day to 
the Old Testament, amount at most only to a proof 
that .the first da}', had it been instituted in the New 
Testament, would not ha.ve been unlike the former in- 
stitution in one particular, being equally a seventh 
part of time as much as the seventh day. But the 
Old Testament certainly does not institute the first 
day I and therefore if it be instituted by divine autho- 
rity^ it must be instituted in the New Testament, and 
must derive its claim to sanctification solely from that 
institution, and not from the sanctification enjoined in 
the Old Testament relative to another day. The in- 
stitution in Genesis ii. 2, 3. plainly means the last day 
of the week, and no other. The Fourth Command- 
ment likewise refers to the last day of the week ex- 
clusively I so it was always understood to mean before 
our Lord's resurrection. 

Whether this summary of the proofs from Scrip- 
ture of the alleged right of the first day to sanctifica- 
tion, when laid before those who follow their worldly 
business and pleasures on the day, will be likely to con- 
vince them that they ought not only to keep it as 
much as the laws require, but even to sanctify it in the 



sense of Scripture, or tluit their i^iolatioB of the law9 
contains in it the heinousness and ineura the danger of 
Uie sin of sabbath-breaking, I must leave others to 
jodge. It will be said by seose, perhaps, that by es« 
citing doubts in minds where there nere none, and fiu^ 
nishing with objections and arguments people who had 
none before, I haye been encouraging them in trans* 
grossing the laiws relative to Stmday, instead of pro- 
moting obedience to then as I profess to do. fiat, in 
my opinion, to keep persons ignorant of the grounds 
fii doty is not the way to enforce tbe practice of it ; 
nor is it the way to secure or obtain for Sunday its 
just right, to demand for it more than it has a right to. 
I am not conscious to myself that I have been ^walk* 
ing in craftiness,^' or ^ handling die word ei God de« 
ceitfully :^ on tbe contraiy, by manifestatioa of what 
I verily believe to be ^ the truth," I have been ^ con* 
mending myself to every man's conscience in the sight 
of God.*' As a Protestant, I regard the raasim that 
<< ignorance is the mother of devotion," as no lesa de» 
grading to human nature, servile, and temporary in its 
operation, than it is absurd, iuipioss, and calculated 
only to render men formalnu and hypocrites. The 
expedient of addr^ssmg thoughtlessness^ sloth, implicit 
fiiith, and the passions, wvthqut et^ightening the un- 
derstanding and convincing the judgment, has been 
tried long enough, in- the hope c^ producing a regard 
for Sunday according to law. As that has failed, let 
the expedient of addressing reason out of the Scrip* 
tares be tried. The disregard lamented by tbe pious 
claimants, of sanetificatton for the first day may be 
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more generally owing to want of conviction that it has 
a right to it, than is commonly imagined. 

Once more I repeat, that I have no doubt of the 
right of Sunday to regard, so far as the law^can enforce 
regard, or in lact claim it. But I must be allowed to 
say, that could its right to Scriptural sanctification be 
proved, that would tend infinitely to strengthen and 
give effect to the national enactment. What I think 
of the Scriptural claim Jias been already stated at 
large. How incomparably superior to it is the ground 
in my opinion, on which the claim of the seventh day 
to be kept holy by Christians stands. Its claim rests 
upon the ground of the institution in Paradise, and re- 
peated in the Fourth Commandment, which is allowed 
by its opponents still to continue in force, though that 
could not be were the seventh day repealed. The 
glorious work of the creation, the rest after which is 
the only cause assigned to mankind for its institution^ 
and which is the primary and chief cause of its being 
given a second time with the rest of the Decalogue to 
the Jews in particular, still contipues in beings and as 
much concerns the moderns as the ancients, the rest of 
the world, as it does the Jews, the Christian dispensa- 
tion as it did the two former dispensations* It has no 
other memorial except the seventh day, whereas the 
work of redemption has two; and that day is as fully 
competent to any purpose for which the first day is ev-> 
er applied, as the iirst or any other day can be. The 
want of records j(;oucerning the actual observance of it 
by the ancient Patriarchs and Gentiles cannot disprove 
(be tjBict of its existence^ and of their obligation (9 

aa 
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keep it, even if Mr. Wright^ Dn JenniiigSy aod Dr. 
Rees, in hb £iiC3Pek>]ifedlay under the wori ** Week,'' 
did not {irodiice a variety of aiMliors both beANne and 
since the time of Christ in sapport of Uieir regarding^ 
it in one way or in another. The repeal d it cannot 
be proved 1^ any text which will not fairly bear an* 
other sense, and which wilt not, if taken HteraHy, do ] 

away all sabbaths as well a9 the seventh day salribatb. ; 

There is no proof of the day having ever been secn- 
larjzed by an apostle or by the first Christfon»^ on the 
contrary, there is proof diat piotis acts were perlbmi*- ^ 

ed on it by Christians as Christians, even that of 
<< breaking bread," because they were performed by 
them daily. Acts ti. 46. Though it was necessary 
for the apostles to tell the Jews and the Gentiles that 
there was a change respecting the weekly sabbath, 
(supposing that there was such a change,) because 
otherwise they could not know it, not having reason to 
expect it; yet it was not necessary to tell either of 
them that a law continued in force wh|ch both have aU 
ways been under an obligation to regard, and which 
the Gentiles, when they became Jewish proselytes, i^ 
garded as a matter of course, if they did not do so be» 
fbre— 'the reason stated for the institution remaining 
just the same, and there being nothing in the change 
of dispensation to make them think otherwise. The 
apostles had matters of too much importance to speak 
of to the Gentiles, to take up the time by speaking of 
the sabbath, their duty relative to which they could 
not fail of finding in Genesis ii. 2, 3. and the Fourth 
Commandment, if th^ did not know and practice ft 
already. It cannot be inferred that the Christians did 
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not keep ifac seventh day, from there being no speci^c 
iBstance of it mentianed in the insfHred writings ; be- 
cause a law is always suppmed to be regarded as usual 
which is known to have long existed and to have been 
loag obeyed, and of the repeal of which there is no 
aecount^-espeoially since the silence can easily be ex«> 
plained by the absence of the apostles from the Chris^ 
tian assemblies on missioBary duty at the synagogues 
-— 4be want, in oonsequenee^ of any extraordinary or 
mkraculotts occurrence at them-^«nd the omission of 
Gommon events^ which was required in a detail of prin- 
cipal matters so concise as tliat given by the sacred 
writers. That they did keep it, appears from the pa- 
cific condttct of the Jews^ whether believers or unbe- 
lievers, who were too strongly attached to the sabbath 
to have acquiesced quietly in its repeal, had there been 
any ; and also from the existence of Christians who 
kept it in the age succeeding that of the' apostles, 
whose practice the Fathers never speak of as a novel- 
ty, or as a revival of something obsolete. In a word, 
as ooojeeture and presumption are not sufficient 
grounds for the admission of a new law, neither are 
they sufficient grounds for the abandonment of an old 
one. 

Such is the summary of the sargmnenls for the con^ 
tinuance and universal obligation of the seventh day 
sabbath. How can any one jUHly call it the Jewish 
sabbath in any sense, except as he uses the phrases 
Jewish Scriptures and Jewish God,* when a Christian 

* Jehovnh tt-one tiiAe eondescended to stand in the rehtion 
of a loDg to tbc Jews* U he, theo^ ths Qoi of the Jews only? 



308 CanMxum between the Oroundsy Sfc. 

sabbathy distinct from the Jewish one is unknown to 
the New Testament, which gives the title of sabbath 
exclusively to the seventh day ? What amazing force 
would this chain of reasoning add to the enactment of 
the Legislature relative to sanctifying the first day, 
and to the obligation of keeping it according to law, 
if it applied to the first day as it does to the seventh ! 
Whether any of those who secularize Sunday ex^r- 
nally and publicly are transgressors of that which they 
believe in their consciences to be a divine law, (as they 
undoubtedly are of a human law, and justly deserv- 
ing of punishment for it, too,) f shall not say. But I 
have no hesitation in saying that the heinous guilt and 
peculiar danger attached to sabbath«breakiog are un- 
questionably incurred, whenever the neglect or vi(da- 
tion of the seventh day sabbath is persisted in, in op- 
position to light, or to the duty of coming to the 
light — whether in the case of an individual, or of a 
society, small or great. 

I close the Chapter with reciting a fragment of a 
prayer which a Sabbatarian was accustomed to offer 
the evening and the morning of his sabbath :-~ 

« _ 1 would call to mind the Creation, thy 
great and gOdd work, though now marred, of which I 
am a pari. I bless thee for making me wiser than the 
beasts that perish, and for all thou bast done for me 
these many yearS| praying for the .continuance of thy 
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If he not the God of the Gentiles also? In like manner the 
seventh day answered particular purposes to the Jews* without 
losing its claim to the regar4 of th» Gentiles. 
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mercies through the remainder of life-— in death— and 
for ever. I would not substitute nature, chance, or hu- 
man agency, for Thee, who art the only living and true 
God. I would see thy glory not only in the upper 
and better world, but iq this l«wer world — in thy con- 
duct toward man and beast. Here thou didst accom- 
plish the glorious work of redemption, without which, 
under the present apostate, guilty, wretched, and help- 
less circumstances of my nature, my being would in- 
evitably prove a -curse to me instead of a blessing. 
Here thou callest thy people and fittest them for heaven* 
Heie thou glorifiest thyself in them iumI by them. 
Enable me to eo-operate knowingly, wiUwgly, zeal- 
ously, with thee, as the God of nature and providence, 
and more especially as the God of grdce ; and when 
thou shah be pleased to remove me from this creation, 
or when it shall be burned) may I form a part of tlie 
H«w creation ? >■ ■ ^ ^ 
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In the foregoing pages it wiil^ I hope, be seeiii that I 
have confined myself to the subject as much as possi- 
ble. Though I have declared my sentiments with 
the freedom that becomes a Protestant and an En- 
glishman, much more a Christian and a Christian 
minister, yet I have endeavoured to treat with proper 
respect my opponents of every description, whether 
the pious or those of the opposite character — whether 
Churchmen or Dissenters — whetlier Christendom or 
the British Public — (what fearful odds exist !) In par- 
ticular, I have been very careful to say nothing incom- 
patible with that obedience which I owe to the laws of 
my country. I have shown that my opinion and 
practice relative to the weekly sabbath, are by tio 
means hostile to that regard which the Legislature de- 
mands for Sunday. 

There are numbers of people who could bear the 
inconvenience of paying that regard which all ought 
to pay to it while the law so stands, and yet keep the 
seventh day holy as well as I, were they in like man- 
ner convinced that it was the sabbath of the Lord 
their God. Were it otherwise, I am not certain that 
the Legislature would be unwilling, upon application 
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to it^ to let those work six days who thought them* 
selves still required by the Fourth Commandmeni to 
sanctify the old sabbath. Though the symmetry of 
religion's public appearance on the first day might be 
marred a little by the measure, yet neither religion 
itself, nor any civil or moral purpose, would sufier anjr 
more than as th^y were injured when the Act of Uni- 
formity and the Schism Bill were liberally and justly 
exchanged for the Acts of Toleration* 

Thus the tendency of the foregoing pages is not 
to encourage the non-observance of Sunday in oppo- 
sition to law, whatever tendency they may have to in- 
duce the Legislature to alter the law, so far as the 
law withholds from the Sabbatarians that liberty which 
is given to them by the Fourth Commandment. I 
have strongly and repeatedly inculcated obedience to 
the law in this particular, so long as the law continues 
as it is. Independent, however, of the law, the first 
day observer has no more a right to incommode or to 
grieve a Sabbatarian by labouring on his day, than the 
Sabbatarian has to incommode or to grieve the other 
by labouring on the other's day. The sensibility of 
the Sabbatarian to offences against the sanctity of his 
day, is no less acute than that of the first day observer 
to offences against the sanctity of his; and though it 
would be wounded in a body of people in an infinitely 
greater number of instances, were the Sabbatarian to 
obtain his just rights, than it is now, yet the shocks 
given to each individual would be infinitely fewer than 
those whi(;h are every week given to him. Important 
as public opinion, fashion, and general example, are 
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in civil matters, tbey ought not to have any weight 
in an affair that lies entirely between God and the 
soul.* 

I anil then^ to be cMisidered not as hostile to the 
iirst day^ but as an advocate for the seventh day. — \ 
Whether T am right or wrong in my notion concern- f 
ing the day that is the Scriptural sabbath, no one can | 

justly say that the question is unimportant As lofig 
as the Fourth Commandment is recognized by Cbi4^ 
tians as a precept still in force— as long as it is stated 
to be so without the least alteration of the matter ^al- 
modification of the form of words in which it stood 
originally in the Decalogue^-^o long it must be a am^ 
ter of consequence to inquire wh«t Ifaqr ^f the week is 
meant by the seventh day. As long as the pioua ej»- 
claim against the heinous and dahgeroos sin of sab> 
bath-'breaking, so long it must be important to inquire 
what the sin is, and who the person is that commiai 
it. 



* The dndtito^a of • Mldw^uffcren id Iha esM mppoa^^ 
«ilcultttd as it may bn to strike Ae eye. of a ■pectator or a 
philosopher, is a circukndtaoce that tends not to increase, bat 
to diminish the sufforing of each individual The evils which 
each individual feels are few: they only become many when 
he thinks of the evils suffered by others, which he does not 
feel. This would probably be admitted. Were the first aafl 
eeven^h days ever to exchange situatiens. What k the nitm^ 
her of evils actually felt by an observer of the fiost day, cem- 
ipored witb that of similar evils encountered by eveiy Sabba- 
tarian? Ought the wounds that are suffered merely by fancy, 
if not by something worse, to prove the occasion of real in- 
jury and temptation? 
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V 



In supportiog Uie seventh day sabbathi I am in- 
deed advocating the cause of a weekly sabbath in gen* 
eral, more than many are aware of. There are^ as I 
have had repeated occasion to notice before, those 
(and I suspect that their nun^r is far greater than is 
known) who, though they are firm in denying that any 
except the Jews ever did keep or were bound to keep 
the seventh day, or at least that it is obligatory upon 
Christians, yet are equally firm in denying that the 
first day is a sabbath by divine authority. What is 
this but denying that there is any sabbath binding up- 
on conscience, and depriving a nation of the power, let 
it consecrate what day it will, to appeal to Scripture in 
aid of its own eni^ctment? My sentiment, on the oth- 
er hand, that the seventh day is still the Scriptural sab- 
bath, leaves die nation at full liberty, if it pleases, with 
regard to that day, to support and strengthen human 
by divine authority.* 



* There ie not the smallest evidence, in aiy opinion> that 
the Scriptures leave the civil power at liberty to fix the day 
for the weekly tabbath^ indicating that whatever day that may 
l>e, it it binding upon the privacies end Uie thoughts of all 
its subjects, as weU as upon their public and external con- 
duct If it be said that though Revelation does not require 
this. Season does, I answer, that all which reason requires, 
(and it is extremely deubtfiil, to say the least, whether it 
•would have ever thought even of this, had it not been for 
Revelation,) is an enactment of the L^;islature that should 
promote humanity, morality, and religion, throughout the na- 
tion weekly. But mere reason does not inculcate the devcn 
lion of the piivaey and secret thoughts to religion, on thof e 
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The length and lioniplex nature of the preceding 
di^cusNon are owing to die many topics which curiosi- 
ty has unnecessarily, though not uiinatuirally^ intro- 
doced. If the institution in Genesis ii. 2, S. be real, 
inserted in the naturltl place, and mentioaed no sooner 
than it was seeded by man, it is no matter whether 
there are any records. of his keeping the day or not. 1 

If the Fourth Commandment foe only a repetition of 
that institution-^if it has but one meaning, namely, 
the weekly, sanctification of a* specific day, for a spe- 
cific reason which is stated and is applicable to no 



accounts, during the whole of the twenty*foar boiirs at once. 
Perional religion, indeed, is iinportant at these times for a- 
man's acting his part in society with a riew to the promo- 
tion of the aforesaid objects, and perhaps a larger and more 
frequent exercise of it on those occasions than at other times 
— especially as upon the present supposition there is no oth- 
er day in the week that claims these attentions from him; 
hut not that entire exclusion of worldly business and pleasure 
which the weAfy sabbath, according Co the Scriptures^ demands. 
Without the injunction of RevelatiOD, it does not appear to 
me that nature, reason j expediency, or any thing else^ would 
suggest a national' or any other sabbath^ lite what I conceive 
a Scriptural sabbath to be, if it suggested any Sabbath at aU. 
ft would scarcely o^ itself suggest that extirnri,-' public^ and 
partial regard for some days, riioMi m fewer; Wbicb the lawft 
demand and can enforce for the first day, and which is liilly 
competent to answer every pitapose whiob society can bestq;*- 
posed to havld in view. The importance of a Skriptural week- 
ly sabbatb appears sblely ftoia Gcf^tt having at the begiaiiiiig 
"fixed the diy ibr it; and If he has withdraw^ that day with- 
out substituting anoUier, snob a' sabbath has vetsed to be isa* 
portanti. 
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other day, (a meaning which it always bad exclusive* 
iy before our Lord's ascensioa, and ailer according to 
Luke's judgment, db. xxiii. S6.)*-TaQd if thecommand- 
ment be not repealed, (as Christians in general think,) 
it is of course the duty of Christians to keep the sev« 
enth day. If, in short, the phrase LorePe day^ (Rev. 
i. 10.) cannot be applied to the first day without the 
help of Fathers and Councils, (though they never tell 
us that they are quoting Scripture in using the phrase, 
much less that the Scriptures warrant their application 
of it,) nothing more need be said ; for the application 
cannot be admitted by any consistent Protestant. ' 

Convinced as I feel of the soundness of my argup 
ment, I would by no means allow myself to doubt for 
a moment the possibility of another's considering it, 
and coming to an opposite conclusion, without the least 
discredit to hie abilities or dnracter. On the other 
hand, I cannot admit any right of dispensing, by my- 
self or others, with the obligation to. study and regard 
the will of God in all things. I am ready to allow that 
the Question I have been discussing is a minor point; 
but no conscientiom mind will think that because such 
a point is of far less importance than some others, 
therefore it is of ngt importance at all. 

The minor questions in religion are very different- 
ly situated with resptet to the chance they stand for 
fair treatment. There are some which, though they 
rose from a small source, yet run- rapidly, and spread 
themseKes widely in their progress. The obstacles 
they meet with occur but seldom, and are overcome 
with comparative ease. Others are less favoured in 
each of these particulars. The Reformation was 
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gready assisted id advandDg to iu present prosperity^ 
by the freedon of inquiry and of coinmunicating sen- 
timent which it allowed to learning and philosophy—- 
by its friendly aspect toward the rights of princes and 
the independence of nations— and by its tendency to 
promote civil and rriigious liberty* The Dissent from 
an Establishment cannot of course hope to have a na- 
tion or the higher powers in its train t but in liberal 
times like these^ it encounters no mighty obstacles in 
the way of attaining considerable wealth and respeo^ 
tability. 

The questions, which separate the Baptist Denomi- 
nation firom their Non^conforming brethren merely af> 
feet communion at the Lord's table, domestic eeono- 
my^ or personal convenience ; and these but in a lew 
cases comparatively. Sabbatarianism, on the contra- 
ry, may possibly deter a prudmit man from venturing 
on a family, or interfere witb its general regulations 
one whole day eveiy week: it may withhold the 
means of training children to honourable and lucrar 
tive profesttons: it may prevent engaging or continii)- 
ing in any respectable line ef business; and may even 
threaten its votary with the want of conveniences, if 
not of necessaries. It may, in fine, endanger the safe- 
ty and prosperity of a church, the comforts and ad- 
vantages of social and public worship, and the extent 
sive or useful exercise of ministerial talents* 

The peculiar disadvantages thus attending Sabba* 
tarianism will easily account for its low state, compar- 
ed with that of any other minor, point: but they will 
by no means prove the proprie^ or necessity of disre» 
yarding it. 
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Wece it oot irue^ a» it is, that these evils are felt 
Gfaj«fly ia times and places in whicii the S abbatariaas 
are few*-^hat beside the just expectation of the divine 
blessing on every one who sacrifices the world to con* 
science, many sources of supply remain to the inven* 
tive, the industrious, the frugal, and the patient — and 
that there are instances not only of comfort, but of 
competence and even of affluence, among the Sabba- 
tarians, as well as among other religious bodies, the 
sombre picture before drawn of their peculiar disad- 
vantages, will not, in my opiaion,^ release any from the 
obligation, they are under ta inquire what the will of 
the Lord is in this particular, and to conform to it, 
whatever it may be, not << consulting with flesh and 
blood." What would a pious observer think of keep- 
ing Monday instead of Sunday, on the ground of con- 
venience ? Would he think that it signified little or 
nothing which day he kept, provided he kept one? 
How can he, then, in conscience, dispense with inquir- 
ing whether the Fourth Commandment does or does not 
really enjoin the observance of the seventh day, and no 
other, or with keeping it, if he finds that the fact is 
so? Duty will allow us a reasonable time for " setting 
our houses in order," and for. ^^ guiding our affairs with 
discretion," before compliance with it, but nothing fur- 
" ther. I have known more than one noble case of this 
kind, and cases that were attended with a reward 
here, as well as with the fairest prospect of a reward 
hereafter. That policy which regards no minor point 
except as it is going forth ^^ conquering and to con- 
quer," or as it is consistent with worldly ease and plea- 
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sure, with profit and bonoory witb genteel connexions, 
with figure and influence in society — ^in a word^ with 
^ivil and religious respectability, appeaft to me to << sa- 
▼our less the things that be of God, than the things 
that be of men." It is not very probable that the 
characters in whom it predominated would have asso- 
ciated with the persecuted Non -conformists, or even 
with the persecuted Lollards. It is well if they would 
have met with the few Christians in the upper cham- 
ber at Jerusalem, just after our Lord's ascension, or 
have resorted with the women at Philippi to the river 
side where prayer was wont to be made^ if they 
would have associated with the seven thousand wor- 
shippers of the true God, rather than with the Baalite» 
in Elijah's time ; or with Noah joined the eight in the 
ark, rather than have remained outside with an unbe- 
lieving world, that perished in the waters of the flood ^ 
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